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ABSTRACT
The purpose of this research was to analyze the graduate program in the William 
F. Harrah College of Hotel Administration at the Universi^ of Nevada, Las Vegas with 
regard to its success in preparing Master’s graduates for careers in the hospitality 
industry. All graduates of the program’s 13 year history were stuveyed through the mail 
and 58% returned valid surveys. Respondents were asked to render opinions as to the 
relative importance 46 competencies had on their professions. The alumni were then 
asked to evaluate those same competencies on the basis of how well UNLV taught the 
skills.
The responses were coded into SPSS and an analysis of variance was conducted 
to determine if different demographic groups perceived the competencies in significantly 
different ways. It was determined that females placed a significantly higher level of 
importance on competencies having to do with human resources than do males. In 
addition, respondents Wio fell into the highest income brackets tended to perceive that 
UNLV did a poorer job presenting financial competencies than did respondents from 
lower income brackets. More research was recommended to determine if these results are 
applicable on a more universal scale.
I ll
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CHAPTER 1 
INTRODUCTION
“The hotel school that says it is for everybody doesn’t know who it is’’ -Jerome Vallen 
(Bosselman, 1995).
Hospital!^ programs have continuously evaluated and reevaluated their mission’s 
since Cornell opened the first hotel school in 1922. Opinions as to the direction 
hospitality programs should take are as numerous as programs. The path graduate 
programs in hospitality education follow over the next few years should be of interest to 
prospective students, industry practitioners and academics alike. The relatively young 
field of hospitality education, a field that continues to evolve in correlation with ancillary 
industries, requires this continuai self-assessment in order to continue to meet the needs 
of its various constituencies.
The inspiration for this research originated from a seminar conducted at the first 
inaugural Conference on Graduate Education and Graduate Students Research in 
Hospitality and Tourism held at the Universi^ of Houston in January of 1996. The 
discussion at the seminar centered around the future of graduate hospitality education. A 
panel of educators from several of the United States’ leading hospitality programs lead 
the discussion. One theme emerged from the seminar that struck the author as significant. 
With very little exception, the participants agreed to the direction graduate education
1
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should take with regard to the preparation of its students. Nearly all of the participants, 
both on the panel and in the audience, agreed that graduate students must be taught broad- 
based “generalist" skills that wrould hopefully prepare students to meet a myriad of 
challenges in an ever-evolving hospitality environment. The consensus reached during 
the seminar was not nearly as surprising to the author as was the ease with which it was 
reached. Was there no place in the framework of graduate hospitality education for a 
curriculum directed toward the training of “functional" experts? The homogeneity of the 
discussion provided the onus for this study.
Any freshman college student of Marketing 101 could probably offer a fairly good 
definition of market segmentation. One definition, proposed by a marketing text, can be 
found in the Definition of Terms section of this chapter.
The process of dividing a market into distinct groups of consumers who require 
separate products and/or mariceting mixes. Segmentation may occur as a result of 
geographies, demographics, psychographics, or behavior (Kottler, Bowen and 
Mahens, 1996).
Students, professors and hospitali^ practitioners alike can cite numerous examples of this 
technique successfully at work in real world hotel and restaurant scenarios. How many 
segments exist today in hotels? The business traveler alone can be readily sub-segmented 
using cost factors into economy, mid-priced and upscale niches.
And what of restaurants? If one included every ethnic variety coupled with every 
level of service, the list of segments may stretch on for pages. The necessary evolution 
toward segmentation was certainly not limited to the world of hospitality. Every field of
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
business, be the product a good or serv ice, has evolved into segmented niches as a 
necessary means of survival. The path of economic evolution is littered with the bones of 
dinosaurs who could not adapt, or who tried to be all things to all people.
What then of higher education? Many academics would argue that colleges and 
universities are not businesses in the purest sense of the word. Although not pure 
businesses, administrators of American universities and colleges constantly face fiscal 
and customer satisfaction challenges akin to those faced in the hospitality industry.
Lewis (1993) asserts that since the late-1980’s, at least six hospitality programs have been 
forced to shut down their undergraduate programs while many others have experienced 
dramatic enrollment drops. He also maintains that enrollment declines have led some 
programs to lower admittance standards to keep tuition payments flowing.
Lewis was not alone in his observations of hospitality education. Iverson (1995) 
saw the writing on the wall as she watched her school, Triton College, dismantle costly, 
low-enrollment programs in photogr^hy, dental technology and robotics. Fearing that 
her hospitality management program would be next, the coordinator led a drastic 
revitalization effort to stop the spiraling decline.
One might ask what declining undergraduate enrollment has to do with hospitality 
masters education. But let us again take a look at masters programs, specifically those in 
the hospitality arena, fiom the perspective of the college freshman studying marketing. 
Hospitality schools, like most businesses, are in the process of evolving through a product 
life cycle. Although the undergraduate portion of hospitality education programs are 
probably entering the mature stage of development, graduate programs are still enjoying 
the early growth phase of product evolution (Evans, 1990). Only seven years ago, a
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
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survey conducted by the Graduate Programs Technical Committee of the Council on 
Hotel. Restaurant and Institutional Education (CHRIE) reported the existence of 14 
graduate programs in hospitality education (Umbreit and Pederson. 1989). A current 
CHRIE report on the same subject reports a jump o f200% with 28 programs in the 
United States and 14 international programs (CHRIE, 1995). Textbooks and professors 
in the hospitality industry, organized with a strategic planning or marketing bent, are 
nearly unanimous in the opinion that at the growth stage of a product life cycle, a firm 
should begin positioning itself for the future and refine its existing products (Lewis. 
Chambers and Chacko, 1995). Could the same not be said for graduate programs in the 
hospitality discipline?
Like “normal” businesses, consumers of hospitality graduate education have many 
options from which to choose when evaluating institutions of higher learning. Many 
students who decide to pursue a Masters or Doctoral degree in Hospitality Management 
may have already opted out of such other career or educational opportunities as moving 
to another firm or pursuing a Masters of Business Administration (MBA).
Why then do students choose a particular institution? The typical freshman 
marketing student referenced earlier might suggest that perspective students evaluate their 
options based on a number of objective and subjective criteria, eventually choosing the 
alternative that meets the students’ greatest number of perceived needs and desires. For a 
graduate school, objective characteristics might include faculty to student ratio, 
availability of financial aid, cost, and availability of classes scheduled at non-traditional 
times. More subjective discriminatory factors might include reputation of the program, 
professor approachability or geographic location (Strohbehn, 1994). The correlation
Reproduced with permission ot the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
between such a selection process and the process in which a business traveler engages 
when selecting a hotel differs verv' little. Cost, accessibility , location and perceived 
reputation all play a role in product decisions consumers make in industry every day. 
These connections are seemingly incontrovertible. Hospitality graduate schools are 
businesses in nearly every sense of the word. Why then does the hospitality graduate 
education system seem so unwilling to follow through on even the most basic of target 
marketing concepts? Why must they be all things to all people?
The body of research that has been conducted with regard to the future of graduate 
programs in hospitality does not embrace a segmentation strategy. Conversely, most 
authors on the subject have concluded that hospitality schools must make their respective 
programs more generic. This non-specific approach was endorsed in order to incorporate 
an expanding industry and the wide-ranging interests of the perspective student body.
The aforementioned literature will be reviewed in the next chapter. One cannot help but 
think of a Las Vegas casino buffet when considering the vision of most researchers on the 
subject. There are plenty of options from wdhch to choose, none of which are particularly 
appealing.
Problem Statement 
The purpose of this study was to evaluate the effectiveness of the Master’s 
graduate program in the William F. Harrah College of Hotel Administration at the 
University of Nevada, Las Vegas (UNLV), as perceived by the alumni of the program.
The study also identified the specific strengths and weaknesses of the graduate program 
fi-om the alumni prospective.
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Delimitations
Only UNLV Master s graduates currently residing in the United States were 
surveyed for this study. The expense associated with mailing and retrieving surveys from 
graduates outside of this country would have been too great. Obviously a study that 
included several other schools would have offered a more universal picture of graduate 
hospitality as a whole. Although the results of this study could offer insight to 
curriculum plaimers of other colleges and universities, it was developed primarily to 
address the needs of UNLV.
The students themselves were not the only stakeholders capable of offering an 
opinion on the value of the education. Industry leaders might also have offered insightful 
comment The author chose not to include this voice as it might draw unwanted attention 
and comparison to the graduate alumni, the population that the author felt was uniquely 
qualified to evaluate the experience. Offending this group might also negatively effect 
future survey efforts.
Limitations
Several procedural problems needed to be addressed based on the nature of the 
problem statement and the sampling techniques utilized. The study assumed that most 
graduates of the program would fall neatly into one of four career categories: lodging, 
food and beverage, gaming or education. Indeed, these four disciplines represent a wide 
array of possible sub-entities. Specifically, food service might include fast food, catering, 
institutional feeding and so on. Further, one might expect to discover a significant 
contingent of former students who are no longer employed in any hospitality field. The
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
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survey instrument was constructed to account for this eventuality. Groupings from 
respondents were arranged into the sub-categories at the discretion of the researcher.
This study gathered responses from graduates spanning 13 years. The author 
recognizes that the quality and direction of instruction may have changed over time. An 
analysis of program perception was included based on year of graduation.
Finally, the research was designed to investigate the relative success of the UNLV 
program. The author hopes that additional research involving one or more other 
hospitality graduate programs will be sparked as a result of this effort Conclusions 
drawn from this research do not necessarily apply to graduate hospitality programs at 
other universities and colleges.
Justifications
In the last 30 years, the hospitality industry has grown increasingly more 
segmented as large corporations, entrepreneurs and international firms worked to meet 
the wants and needs of an increasingly globalized economy. In most of the post-World 
War n  free world, a profit-driven economy has assured that those organizations that fail 
to establish and protect distinctive maricet niches soon cease to exist The cafeteria-style 
lunch room and roadside motel have largely given way to eateries and lodgir^ 
establishments of distinctive competencies. Graduate hospitality programs in this country 
have not followed this trend and are, in fact moving in the opposite direction as ancillary 
sub-industries such as touristrt gaming and entertainment are taken into the hospitality 
field. Coupled with the r^ id  expansion of graduate programs over the last decade, this 
move toward generalization may be in danger of producing watered down educators and 
industry practitioners. If this was indeed the case, industry may soon turn its back on
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
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hospitality education and further embrace such competitors as MBA programs. The verv 
existence of many hospitality graduate programs may be at stake.
Definition of Terms
Curriculum: All required classroom work and electives. It also includes any 
required or recommended work experience or internships and the broad skills of math, 
finance, management, oral and written communication, and an ability to present oneself 
professionally. Curriculum is composed of all the experiences students have under the 
guidance of the teacher (Funkhouser and Beach, 1981).
Functional Expert: A hospitality professional whose expertise lies in a specific 
area of hospitality operations such as marketing, finance or human resources.
Generalist: A hospitality professional whose expertise lies in such broad-based 
skills as organizational behavior, strategic orientation, leadership and ethics.
Hospitalitv Industrv: Those businesses that operate to meet lodging, vacation, 
business, and recreational needs of visitors and the resident population. The industry 
includes hotels, restaurants, bars, casinos, and any businesses that offer food or shelter for 
profit to people away fiom home (Buergermeister, 1983).
Hotel College: The William F. Harrah College of Hotel Administration,
University of Nevada, Las Vegas.
Market Segmentation: The process of dividing a market into distinct groups of 
consumers vdro require separate products and/or marketing mixes. Segmentation may 
occur as a result of geogrsqjhics, demographics, psychogrtqrhics, or behavior (Kottler, 
Bowen and Mahens, 1996).
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H>T)otheses/Research Objectives
H 0; There will be no significant differences in the way different groups of 
alumni perceive the value of the UNLV Master's program.
H,; There will be no significant differences in the way alumni evaluate 
competencies based on their current job classification.
Hi: There will be no significant differences in the way alumni evaluate 
competencies based on the year they graduated.
H;: There will be no significant differences in the way alumni evaluate 
competencies based on their age.
H<: There will be no significant differences in the way alumni evaluate 
competencies based on their gender.
Hj.’ There will be no significant differences in the way alumni evaluate 
competencies based on their years of managerial experience prior to beginning the UNLV 
program.
Hg: There will be no significant differences in the way alumni evaluate 
competencies based on their current income.
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CHAPTER 2 
LITERATURE REVIEW 
The organization of the literature reviewed for this chapter followed the 
“generalist” versus “functional expert” argument outlined in the first chapter. Proponents 
of the generalist approach were examined first, while advocates of the functional 
curriculum were evaluated next The chapter closed with a look at three research based 
efforts in the field of graduate hospitality education.
As indicated earlier, the bulk of research and analysis regarding the future of 
graduate education in hospitality programs supports the contention that educational 
institutions should move programs toward more general, analytical programs that 
hopefully produce well-rounded graduates capable of meeting a wide array of challenges. 
Evans (1990) suggested a graduate education model for hospitality and tourism that 
included three broad areas of competency:
1) Industry Competency- 
Lodging,
Restaurant,
Institutional Food Service and 
Travel and Tourism.
10
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2) Functional Management Competency-
Poiicy and Strateg>\
Marketing,
Finance,
Information Systems and 
Human Resources.
3) Research Competency-
Research Methodology and 
Research Literature.
Graduates, he suggested, would become thoroughly conversant in a category within each 
of the broad competencies. One might, for example, expect to become a lodging expert 
who specializes in accoimting and who also has expertise in knowledge advancement.
Although Goodman and Spr^tie (1991) primarily addressed tmdergraduate 
education, their conclusions offer ramifications for hospitality education as a whole.
They argued that as business schools have moved to incorporate more service aspects into 
their programs, they have become too similar to programs in hospitality. As if reacting to 
the torment of an older brother, the authors suggested that hospitality programs should 
broaden their scope to include all other aspects of service (i.e. banking, retail, and day 
care), so as to attract a larger number of students with varied interest blocks. Although no 
research was conducted, their conclusions are supported through three testimonials from 
industry practitioners who agreed with the generalist approach.
The theme of the Goodman and Sprague article echoed the sentiments of Haywood:
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
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The specific knowledge and skills acquired through formal hospitalitv and 
tourism education are becoming less important than a willingness and abilitv to 
seek new knowledge and understanding. We need new' strategies to help us 
understand the environment and the complex changes that are occurring, and we 
are unlikely to find them in the established maps of knowledge that now 
characterize our discipline (1989, p. 260).
Umbreit (1992) also agreed with the Goodman and Sprague conclusion that 
emphasis on technical hospitality programs placed graduates at a disadvantage, but for a 
different reason. According to Umbriet, the rapidly changing business climate that exists 
today, and was predicted to exist tomorrow, makes training graduate students in today’s 
techniques a waste of time. Rather, he suggests that existing curricula retool to focus on 
the following skills:
1) Leadership,
2) Human Resources Management,
3) Services Marketing,
4) Financial Analysis,
5) Total Quality Management (TQM) and
6) Communication Skills (1992, pp. 72-74).
Lewis (1993) targeted a lack of direction when he addressed the current malaise in 
hospitality education:
This has led to less demand for our students, resulting in less demand for our 
product Yet we are still sitting at the same crossroads, unable or unwilling to 
make a decision as to which way to turn or perhaps incognizant of the need to
i
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make a decision at all. As numerous hotels and restaurants have gone into 
foreclosure, so hospitalitv management education programs have gone into the 
educational equivalent (p. 273).
He went on to decry the inability of programs to “position our product to its designated 
target market” (p. 278), but then goes on to emphasize the importance of the “soft skills" 
championed by Umbreit, Haywood, Goodman and Sprague. He apparently took his own 
advice in the meat of the article and “focused on problem identification rather than 
problem solving” (p. 276).
Two things bothered the author about this body of research. First, the information 
provided in the “scholarly” journals lacks any research element Rather, the articles tend 
to promote models and opinions that are based on commonly held beliefs and perceptions 
of the industry. When Lewis claimed that there was less demand for our students than 
before, the author was forced to question his statement Where was the supportive data? 
When was “before”? The articles presented here seem to “piggyback” on one another, 
and thus acquire some sort of quasi-justification. A feeling was created that if an idea 
was written down frequently enough, it will somehow become true. Whole concepts and 
strategies seem to develop with nothing to back them up but anecdotal revelations and 
last year’s similarly ethereal article.
Second, all of the articles championed the cause of producing well-rounded 
generalists, individuals capable of handling any functional problem, in any hospitality 
related industry, in virtually any company in the world. Shall every hospitality graduate 
program in the world produce such generalists? Are all 42 programs to become watered 
down MBA’s? Surely there was a place for such graduates in the hospitality community.
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
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a segment indeed, but not everv universitv has the resources, nor the inclination, to 
produce such a graduate. Evans, Goodman. Sprague. Hav'wood. Umbreit. and Lewis 
would have the entire community working toward such a goal.
A long list of voices that support the opposing view on the path of graduate 
education programs would only serve to further denigrate researchers of the subject. This 
body of work was also largely anecdotal in nature. Perhaps the founding dean of 
UNLV’s hotel college. Dr. Jerome Vallen, who served from 1967 to 1987, best 
synopsized the opinion that graduate programs need to become more specialized and 
more segment oriented in his eloquent response to the following interview question:
Q: What kind of things can we do in hospitality graduate programs to perhaps 
position ourselves better?
A: Actually, it goes back to the specialization we were just talking about. Some 
school, which isn’t going to be concerned about numbers nor dictated by budgets, 
will be brave enough to say that they are not going to take anyone who hasn’t had 
a year or three of actual industry management experience. And another school 
may go back to the foreign language specification and another school may focus 
only on finances... I tell most hotel undergraduates to take an MBA when they 
come and ask. If some school had a specific focus, say engineering, and in that 
engineering focus there were options in energy, fire security, safety, etc. than that 
school could build a program that I would identify as a top-flight graduate 
program (Bosselman, 1995, p. 49).
In terms of contributing research based publication to the debate on the path of 
future graduate programs, Partlow has undoubtedly led the field. In his first study on the
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
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subject. (1990) Partlow identified 46 competency statements of hospitalitv managers and 
asked both industry executives and hospitality educators to determine the level of 
education and experience required to perform each competency effectively. Only five 
competencies were identified as requiring a Masters degree. 27 competencies required a 
bachelors degree and seven were foimd not to be education related. All competencies 
required up to three years experience for proper development. The educators and 
executives, who were evaluated separately, could not reach consensus on seven of the 
competencies. A wide disparity existed between the opinions of educators and 
professionals as to the relevant weight of experience and education. As might be 
expected, professionals placed greater emphasis on experience, while educators believed 
level of education was more crucial.
Partlow and Grégoire (1993) followed up on the original study by acquiring 
responses on the 46 competencies from graduates of nine different hospitality programs. 
The graduates of these programs overwhelmingly (86%) rated their programs either good 
or excellent, citing consistently high marks in research methods and management theory. 
Recipe standardization, food production equipment purchasing and food & supply 
purchasing also received excellent marks. Although this might strike the reader as 
unusual, one must note that many of the programs included in the study were from land 
grant institutions and are home economics based. Graduates identified marketing, 
financial analysis, computer applications and budget planning as areas they wished they 
had received more instruction. Unfortunately, Partlow and Grégoire only asked the 
respondents to judge the quality of the education as related to the 46 competencies. They
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
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were not evaluated or ranked in terms of relevance to hospitality careers as had been done 
in the previous study.
The efforts made by Partlow and his associates, although seminal, opened the 
door to more questions then they answered. Although the 46 competencies were selected 
on the basis of masters education, only five were deemed to require such a degree. 
Apparently, hospitality masters degrees are either a tremendous waste of time, or the 
program’s curriculum was not designed to meet the needs of upper management. At least 
on this fact, the two ideological lines of thought agree. No mention is made of language, 
gaming or tourism skills in the 46 competencies. Peihaps the device asked the wrong 
questions.
Ramakrishna and Nebel’s (1996) research further substantiated the turmoil in 
hospitality graduate education with empirical research. Their study compared the 
educational preparation, anticipated career path, and perceptions of appropriate academic 
emphasis of hospitality graduate students to the education, actual career path, and 
perceptions of appropriate academic emphasis of corporate hotel executives. The 
educational backgrounds of the executives were much more diverse than the educational 
paths of the students. This suggested an over-reliance on the role education played in the 
attainment of desirable positions. The students were also found to have unreasonably high 
expectations of starting out in corporate positions immediately following graduation. 
Executives felt that more time was required in an operational c^>acity before 
advancement could be expected to the corporate level. Significant differences also 
existed between the two groups in their perceptions of what was important academically. 
Students placed a great deal of emphasis on learning functional skills such as marketing.
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human resources, and finance. Eighty-one percent of the executives surveyed stated that 
they would prefer to hire MBA’s when hiring for such positions. The executives did. 
however, demonstrate a strong desire to hire hospitality master’s students over MBA's 
when filling operations jobs.
Enz, Renaghan and Geller (1993) took a similar approach to Partlow’s as part of a 
recent redesign effort at Cornell’s Masters of Professional Studies (MPS) program. In 
their study, four groups of Cornell stakeholders were asked to provide impressions of the 
skills they consider important for career success. These stakeholders consisted of 
industry professionals, Cornell MPS alumni, incoming MPS candidates and Cornell's 
graduate faculty. The various constituents all agreed that leadership, problem 
identification and organizing and writing skills were of chief importance. Faculty placed 
more emphasis on the building of conceptual models and thinking and being aware of 
current academia and professional journals then did industry. Industry also believed that 
faculty placed too little emphasis on team building/working in groups and 
persuasion/communication. From the stakeholder survey, the MPS program was 
redesigned to place special emphasis on the following seven areas:
1) Strategic orientation, or the ability to see the big picture,
2) Communication ability,
3) Maniement style, particularly working in teams,
4) Leadership & persuasion skills,
5) Analytical ability and sufficient mastery of technical skills and industry
concepts to couple knowledge with excellence in implementation.
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6) Ethical awareness, and
7) International scope (1993. p.94).
As embodied by the first body of research, Cornell has apparently taken the '‘high 
road” with regard to market segmentation. Although self-studies are not routinely 
published, Cornell’s MPS program was the only published work the author was aware of 
that has applied market research to the retooling of its masters program.
Summary
This literature review has identified some of the representative voices on the 
subject of hospitality graduate education. The bulk of work produced on the subject 
endorses a generalist approach that focuses on the development of such “soft skills” as 
leadership, communication and teamwork. Unfortunately, little of these works involve 
any actual field study.
Two exceptions include research conducted by Partlow and Enz, Renaghan and 
Geller. Both of these studies listed a number of generally accepted competencies 
necessary for success in mid- to-upper level positions of hospitality firms. Respondents 
were then asked to rate their respective programs as related to the competencies. The 
author followed the lead of these two studies in developing his survey instrument
No research has been conducted in this field that identifies the competencies or 
skills used by industry-employed master’s graduates to evaluate how prepared they were 
in each of these skills. This research was intended to both identify the most significant 
competencies and identify the particular teaching strengths of the UNLV program. It was 
the hope of the author that additional, more inclusive studies may be conducted in the 
future that allow for the possibility of a universal conclusion.
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CHAPTERS 
RESEARCH METHODOLOGY 
Efforts to gamer evaluative infoimatioii on the skills and weaknesses of the 
program’s graduates from persoimel in positions of authority over the alumni or peers 
would surely cause animosity amongst the graduates. In addition, such respondents 
would undoubtedly have difficulty in discerning strengths-and weaknesses that could be 
attributed to the employee and strengths and weaknesses that could be attributed to the 
masters program. Therefore, with no other stakeholder more qualified, the author was 
left to trust in the self-analysis skills of his predecessors in determining the effectiveness 
of the UNLV program.
Purpose of the Study 
The purpose of this research was to analyze the success of one graduate 
hospitality program, UNLV, in preparing students for careers in the hospitality industry. 
Furthermore, the study identified specific competencies and weaknesses of the graduate 
program as perceived by its alumni.
Population
The subject population consisted of all living graduates of UNLV’s hotel college 
Master’s program vdio resided in the United States. Because of the small population size.
19
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the survey was sent to the entire group rather than attempting to derive information from 
a representative sample. Although graduates residing abroad were excluded from the 
survey, they accounted for 13 of the 117 in the total population.
Instrumentation
As indicated in the literature review, two instruments were previously utilized to 
gauge the effectiveness of existing masters programs. These were the only two 
instruments, located by the researcher, geared towards the evaluation of hospitality 
master’s programs. One study attempted to gain insight into master’s programs as a 
whole, while the other survey attempted to identify strengths and weaknesses of a single 
program.
The instrument developed for the purpose of this study incorporated competencies 
from the Partlow (1990) and Comell (1993) studies. The Cornell study listed 54 
competencies, five of which were eliminated since the results of the study found them to 
be least important The Partlow study had 46 competencies. These two lists were cross­
checked by the researcher and his faculty chairperson and ledtmdancy was eliminated. In 
all, the first iteration of the survey contained 51 competencies.
The survey was designed in three parts. The first part asked questions concerning 
respondents’ general feelings about their educational experience at UNLV. The second 
part listed the competencies and asked the respondent to evaluate them firom two 
perspectives. In the first column, respondents were asked to evaluate how critical the 
competency was to their success as a hospitality professional. Respondents were then 
asked to rate UNLV’s performance at teaching the competencies in the second column.
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A five point Likert like scale was used for this section. The third part of the sur\ey asked 
for demographic information from the respondents.
The three sections were organized in a sequence consistent with the 
recommendations made by Cooper and Emory (1995). The first group of questions asked 
respondents to give their overall impressions of their educational experience. The 
questions were non-threatening and very simple. Although these questions were used in 
the final analysis, their primary function was to establish rapport and the spark interest of 
the respondents. The second section, the section that yielded the “meat” of the analysis, 
was also the most tedious. Cooper and Emory suggested that respondents would be more 
likely to give thoughtful answers to more complex questions if  they were given the 
opportunity to “warm up” early on in the survey process. Finally, personal questions 
concerning the demographic of the respondent were left until the end. These questions 
were viewed by experts to be the most threatening and should therefore be asked only 
after the respondent had invested some time and effort answering the survey (1995).
This research was first presented as a work in progress to the attendees of the 
Second Armual Conference on Graduate Education and Graduate Student Research in 
Hospitality and Tourism i^ c h  was held in Las Vegas, Nevada, January 6-8,1997. After 
presenting the proposal to the conference attendees, copies of the first-draft survey were 
distributed and critique of the device was solicited. Nearly every educator that offered 
criticism indicated that the list of competencies was too long and would inhibit response 
rate significantly if not pared down.
The draft survey was then distributed amongst the graduate faculty at the UNLV 
Hotel College. Again criticism was solicited, but each member was also asked to check
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the list of competencies and eliminate any redundancies. Consensus was reached to 
eliminate five competencies, and the list was whittled down to its final 46.
Finally, the survey was pre-tested using current graduate students at the hotel 
school as subjects. The students were first instructed to fill out the survey to the best of 
their ability. Some of the questions, particularly those in the demographic section, did 
not apply to students. They were then asked to go back and identify any questions that 
were confusing or unclear. Three questions were modified as a result of this effort.
The final physical layout of the survey followed well established design 
principles. Salant and Dillman (1994) recommended a booklet style survey, printed on 
both sides of legal-length paper, and then folded in half. The firont cover included an 
interesting graphic and title of the survey. Blank (1984) indicated that even the color of 
the paper used in a survey effected response rates. White and pink colored paper had 
been shown to produce the worst response rates, vdiile yellow and blue paper generated 
the best response. The survey for this study was printed on blue paper.
Data Collection Procedure 
After completing the survey instrument the author obtained a clean list of all 
master’s graduates’ addresses from the dean’s office. This list was transferred to labels. 
There were a total of 104 alumni on the list who resided in the United States. All 
expenses related to mailing, printing, and supplies (envelopes, paper, etc.) were absorbed 
by the dean’s office.
The classic survey mailing technique endorsed by Salant and Dillman (1994) was 
used for this research. Each perspective respondent was first alerted by a postcard 
mailing. The researcher wanted to avoid surprising the respondents and perhaps
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alienating them with an unexpected phone call. The postcard briefly identified the nature 
of the study, the identity of the researcher, and an approximate date when the respondent 
could expect to get the survey in the mail. As with all of the correspondence, the official 
logo of the hotel college was used at the top of the postcard. A copy of the first postcard 
can be foimd at Appendix A.
One week later, a cover letter, the questionnaire, and a post%e paid return 
envelope were sent to each graduate. The cover letter was personalized at the address 
and greeting and included a more detailed explanation as to the purpose of the research. 
The cover letters were all signed by hand. Each survey was coded so that the researcher 
could tell which alumni responded. A copy of the cover letter can be found at Appendix 
B. One week later, a third mail-out was sent in a postcard form. This mailing thanked 
those that had already returned the survey and urged those who had not yet responded to 
do so. A copy of the third mailing can be found at Appendix C.
Finally, two weeks after the third mail-out, a new survey and cover letter were 
sent to the alumni who had not yet responded. The tone of the letter was insistent yet 
businesslike. A copy of the second cover letter can be found at Appendix D. Two weeks 
following the final mail-out, the survey solicitation portion of the research was 
terminated.
Questionnaire and Response Design 
The following section details the method of questioning and the manner in which 
the responses were recorded. A copy of the survey can be found at Appendix E.
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Section 1 : Program Topics
Respondents were first asked: Overall, how satisfied are you with your career 
development since graduating with your Master of Science (MS) degree (pick the one 
best response)? Respondents then placed an X next to one of the following five options: 
very dissatisfied, dissatisfied, neither satisfied nor dissatisfied, satisfied, or very satisfied.
In the coding of this response, the question was assumed to be interval in scale.
As the anchors, very dissatisfied earned a value of one, dissatisfied earned a value of two, 
neither satisfied nor dissatisfied earned a value of three, satisfied eamed a value of four, 
and very satisfied eamed a value of five (Salant and Dillman, 1994).
Before completing the second question in section one, respondents first read the 
following brief paragraph:
In completing the next question, “general areas” refers to those broad-based skills 
such as organizational behavior, ethics, and strategic orientation that may be 
applied to all hospitality departments. “Functional areas” refers to more specific 
skills such as marketing, finance, and human resources.
The respondent was then asked to complete the following sentence: 1 feel that the 
Master’s curriculum at UNLV’s Hotel College is (pick the one best response). As 
responses, the alumni chose from one of the five possible options:
1. focused too much on specific fimctional areas,
2. focused on fimctional areas, much as it should,
3. well balanced between fimctional and general areas,
4. focused on general areas, much as it should, or
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5. focused too much on general areas.
Since no value determination was made as to which of the above responses was 
superior, this question was merely nominal in nature. Although the codes assigned to 
each response were numeric, they meant nothing other than a means of identification.
The last question in section one asked respondents to complete the following; If 
you could do your graduate education all over again, would you (pick the one best 
response). As in question two, respondents were asked to choose fi^ om one of the 
following mutually exclusive and collectively exhaustive options:
1. forego graduate school altogether,
2. pursue an MBA,
3. pursue a master’s degree in hospitality at another school,
4. attend UNLV’s Hotel College again, or
5. pursue a master’s in a non-business related field.
As in question two, this question was coded on a nominal scale.
Section 2: Program and Industry Competencies
Respondents read this brief explanation before beginning the competency section 
of the survey:
In the following section, you will find a list of competencies that may or may not 
be critical to a hospitality managers success. Please evaluate each competency 
with regard to two criteria. In the first column, rate how critical you feel the 
competency is to the work of a hospitality professional. In the second column, 
rate the Hotel College on how well it prepared you in the competency. In the first 
column let I represent “not important” and let S represent “very important.” In
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the second column let 1 represent 'poor performance" and let 5 represent
“excellent performance.**
The respondent was then asked to evaluate each of the 46 competencies from both the 
importance and the performance perspective.
Unbeknownst to the respondent, each of the 46 competencies had been assigned 
to one of six sub-categories. The sub-categories were communication and marketing, 
human resources, finance, leadership, strategic orientation, and operations management. 
The competency to sub- category assignment summaries as listed in Table 1. Each 
competency was coded twice, once for importance and once for performance. A five 
point Likert scale was used with the aforementioned anchors at positions one and five.
All competency questions were assumed interval in scale.
Section 3: Demographic Information
The final section of the survey asked respondents to answer seven questions that 
would help the researcher define them demographically. Each demographic question 
would later be applied to each of the questions in the previous sections.
The first question asked: In which segment of the hospitality industry are you currently 
employed (please mark one)? This nominal scale question had six possible alternatives:
1. Lodging,
2. Food & Beverage,
3. Gaming,
4. Education,
5. Other hospitality (specify), or
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6. I no longer work in a hospitality related field.
The next question in this section was the only open-ended question in the survey. 
Respondents were asked to identify the job title of their current job. their organization, 
and the dates that the current position had been held. This ordinal data was coded by the 
researcher into one of three arbitrarily decided categories. Each position, based on the 
title and size of the organization, was determined to be entry level, mid-level, or 
executive level.
The third question of the final section asked respondents to identify the year in 
which they graduated from the program. This ordinal data was coded into one of five 
year groups. The first four year groups were divided into two year intervals. 1996 to 
1995 was coded with a “1”, 1994 to 1993 was coded with a “2”, 1992 to 1991 was coded 
with a “3”, and 1990 to 1989 was coded with a “4”. Anyone who graduated after 1989 
was coded with a “5”.
The fourth question asked for year of birth. Again, this ordinal data was coded 
into one of five year groups. The youngest respondents, those bom after 1967, were 
coded with a “1 ”. The next three year groups were divided into five year batches. Those 
respondents bom between 1967 and 1963 were coded with a “2”. Respondents bom 
between 1962 and 1958 were coded with a “3”. A “4” was assigned to those respondents 
bom between 1957 and 1953. Anyone bom before 1952 was assigned a “5”.
The fifth question asked for the gender of the respondent and was coded 
nominally as one for male or two for female.
The sixth question asked: How much hospitality work experience at a
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Sub-categories of Hospitality Competencies
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Communication Human Finance Leadershio Strategic Operations
& Marketing Resources Orientation Management
conduct and/or 
direct research
develop
employee
production
standards
prepare
funding
proposals
develop 
ability to 
take a 
leadership 
position
develop 
department 
goals and 
objectives
implement
energy
conservation
evaluate guest 
satisfaction
develop job 
descriptions
utilize 
statistical 
and math 
models to 
analyze 
data
develop 
policy and 
procedure
develop
strategic
marketing
plan
establish
guest
security
systems
develop
effective
merchandising
techniques
plan
orientation 
and training 
programs
analyze 
operation’s 
cost, 
volume 
and profit
assess
personal
strengths
and
weaknesses
allocate
resources
evaluate
computer
needs
coordinate intra 
and
interdepartment
functions
conduct job 
analysis
maintain
financial
records
teach and
mentor
others
organize
large
amounts of 
information 
into
meaningful
patterns
balance work 
and family
communicate 
effectively 
verbal and 
written
initiate 
perfonnanc 
e appraisal 
program
operate
budgetary
control
systems
direct and 
supervise 
the work of 
others
evaluate 
effectivenes 
s of
operation
design 
purchasing, 
production 
and service 
controls
read and 
understand 
business 
literature
maintain
effective
employee
relations
utilize
appropriate
investment
mgmt
methods
provide a
motivational
environment
identify and
define
problems
develop and
nurture
effective
personal
networks
maintain 
effective 
union/ 
managemen 
t relations
maintain 
professional 
and ethical 
standards
see how 
things fit in 
the big 
picture
solve
employee
grievances
make
decisions
under
adapt
objective
thinking
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conditions 
of risk and 
uncertainty'
manage a
diverse
workforce
manage and 
lead group 
processes
forecast 
future trends
select and
assign
personnel
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managerial level did you have before entry into the UNLV master's program (please pick 
one)? This nominal data w’as coded into one of five groups. Those with less than one to 
two years of experience were coded with a “I”. Respondents with three to four years 
experience were coded with a “2”. A “3” was assigned to a respondent with five to six 
years experience, while anyone with more than six years experience was assigned a “4”. 
Those having no prior managerial experience before entering the program were assigned 
a “5”.
Finally, the last question of the survey asked respondents to indicate their salary 
range before entering the master’s program, immediately subsequent to it, and their 
current salary range. Only the current salary range was utilized, and this ordinal data was 
coded into one of six groups. Respondents making under $20,000 a year were coded with 
a “1”. The next four groups were broken into segments spanning $20,000. Those making 
$100,000 or more were coded wiüi a “6”.
Statistical Analysis
The bulk of analysis for this study revolved around the comparison of the 
respondents perceptions of the 46 competencies to the respondents various demographic 
profiles. Would casino professionals rate the program higher than those graduates 
pursuing careers in education? Did food and beverage professionals value 
communication competencies more than hotel professionals? Perhaps respondents who 
graduated ten years ago valued the UNLV program more than those who graduated only a 
few years ago.
The first portion of the analysis involved a descriptive presentation of the 
responses from the first section of the survey. The first question was interval in nature so
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the frequencies were reported along with the means. The next two questions were 
nominal questions, so only the frequencies were reported.
Following the presentation of the data from section one. the next step of the 
analysis was to get a sense of the means of each competency found in section two of the 
survey. This descriptive analysis allowed the researcher to get an overall impression of 
the relative importance and UNLV’s relative performance of each competency. From this 
analysis, one began to have an understanding of two basic concepts; what was UNLV 
good at teaching and on what does it need to work.
The next step was to present the raw data. The author graphed the means of each 
of the 46 competencies on a two dimensional scale with performance on one axis and 
importance on the other. By dividing the scale into four quadrants, the researcher 
illustrated the utility of each competency. By grouping and color coding competencies 
into the six distinct sub-categories presented in Table 1, the distinct competencies of the 
program from a macro perspective became evident.
The descriptive analysis of the demographic section was then analyzed. From this 
data, the researcher began to build a composite of the respondent This descriptive 
analysis would help to give context to later inferential analysis.
Once all of the data was coded, a one-way analysis of variance (ANOVA) was 
computed using the means from each of the individual 46 competencies as the dependent 
variable and the demographic data as the independent variable. Those competencies that 
demonstrated a significance level below .05 were identified, and a Scheffe post-hoc, 
multiple comparison procedure was computed to specify the precise source of the 
variance. At this point the researcher began to evaluate the primary null hypothesis of the
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research: There will be no significant differences in the way different groups of alumni 
perceive the value of UNLV's Master's program. Any competencies identified below 
the .05 level would help support a rejection of this null hypothesis (Norusis. 1995).
Following the analysis of the 46 competencies on an individual basis, the 
competencies were grouped into the six sub-categories identified at Table 1. Before 
creating new variables with these six sub-categories, an analysis of internal reliability was 
computed for each of the six groups. This was accomplished to assure the correlation 
among items within each group. Should the coefficient alpha prove to be too low, the 
items in the group would have little in common and the researcher would be forced to 
reconsider grouping the competencies together (Nunnally, 1978). The competencies’ 
consistency was evaluated both on the basis of importance and performance.
Following the internal consistency assurance check, 12 new variables were 
created, six importance sub-categories and six performance sub-categories, and 
subsequently coded into SPSS. As was done with the individual competencies, a one­
way ANOVA was accomplished using each of the 12 new variables as the dependent 
variables and the demographic groups as the independent variables. Those sub-categories 
that demonstrated a significance level below .05 were identified, and a Scheffe post-hoc, 
multiple comparison procedure was computed to specify the precise source of the 
variance.
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CHAPTER 4 
RESULTS AND FINDINGS 
This chapter presents results and findings of the analysis outlined in the statistical 
analysis section of Chapter Three. A total of 104 of the 117 alumni of the UNLV 
Master’s program were identified as living in the United States. Each of these individuals 
was given an opportunity to participate in the research, and 59 individuals eventually 
returned a completed survey. Two addresses proved to be invalid. The final response 
rate for this research was 57.8 percent.
Frequency Analysis of Section 1 
The initial analysis conducted on the responses was a frequency analysis of 
section 1 of the survey. This analysis gave fi%quencies for each response, as well as a 
percentage of the total responses. Frequency analysis for the following question can be 
observed in Table 2:
“Overall, how satisfied are you with your career development since graduating 
with your Master of Science (MS) degree (pick the one best response)?”
Table 2 shows that “very satisfied” ratings accounted for 31 percent of all ratings on 
career satisfaction, while “satisfied” ratings accounted for 48 percent of the total 
response. Therefore, positive reaction to this question accounted for more than 79
33
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Table 2
Frequency Analysis of Career Satisfaction
Response Frequency Percent Valid
Percent
Mean Std.
Dev.
very dissatisfied 2 3.4 3.4 4.02 .9270
dissatisfied 1 1.7 1.7
neither satisfied nor dissatisfied 9 15 J 15.5
satisfied 28 47.5 48.3
very satisfied 18 30.5 31.0
missing 1^ 1.7 Missing
Total 59 100.0 100.0
percent of the total response. Since this question was posed on an interval scale, the 
mean response of 4.02 was meaningful and supports the contention that most respondents 
have been at least satisfied with their career development.
Frequency analysis for the second question can be observed in Table 3;
“I feel that the Master’s curriculum at UNLV’s Hotel College is (pick the one best 
response):”
Table 3
Freouencv Analvsis of Curriculum Perception
Response Frequency Percent Valid
percent
focused too much on specific functional areas 4 6.8 6.9
focused on functional areas, much as it should 2 3.4 10.3
well balanced between functional and general 
areas
39 66.1 67.2
focused on general areas, much as it should 5 8.5 8.6
focused too much on general areas 8 13.6 13.8
missing 1 1.7 Missing
Total 59 100.0 100.0
Table 3 shows that 67 percent of those surveyed found the program to be well balanced 
between general and functional areas. When coupled with the two other favorable
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responses. 78 percent of the respondents believed that the curriculum was appropriately 
focused. Those who chose a response on the “general” side of the fence, regardless of 
whether their response was favorable or unfavorable, outnumbered those who called the 
program “functional” by a ratio of more than two to one.
Frequency analysis for the third question can be observed in Table 4:
“If you could do your graduate education all over again, would you (pick the one 
best response);”
Table 4
Frequency Analysis of Graduate Education Perception
Response Frequency Percent VaUd
Percent
forego graduate school altogether 1 1.7 1.8
pursue an MBA 12 20.3 21.1
pursue a Master’s degree in hospitality at 
another school
2 3.4 3.5
attend UNLV again 42 71.2 73.7
pursue a Master’s in a non-business related field 0 0.0 0.0
missing 2 3.4 Missing
Total 59 100.0 100.0
Table 4 shows that 74 percent of alumni would return to UNLV’s Hotel College to pursue 
their Master’s if they had it to do over again. Most of those who would not have returned 
would have pursued an MBA. Interestingly, only one respondent would have foregone 
graduate school altogether.
Importance Versus Performance 
The next analysis was a study of the mean responses of the 46 competencies listed 
in section two of the survey. Each competency was evaluated in two ways. First, 
respondents were asked to judge how important the competency was to their work as a
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
36
hospitality professional. Second, respondents determined how well UNLV's Master's 
program prepared them in that competency. A five point Likert scale was used to 
evaluate the competencies. Table 5 lists the competencies and their respective mean 
responses for both importance and performance.
The competencies were listed according to their respective sub-categories. The 
first group of shaded competencies are communication and marketing competencies. The 
following five groups in the table are human resources, finance, leadership, strategic 
orientation, and operations management respectively. By comparing the means of the 
importance and performance columns, the reader can begin to understand the strengths 
and weaknesses of the program as perceived by the alumni.
A graphical representation of this idea more clearly represents the relative strength 
of each competency, and the competencies as they relate to their respective sub­
categories. In Figure 1 below, the mean scores of the competencies are graphed on a 
two-dimensional scale with importance on the Y-axis and performance on the X-axis. By 
dividing the graph into four quadrants, the competencies can be described further. Those 
competencies in the upper-left comer of the gr^h are perceived by the alumni to be 
important but poorly performed by UNLV. Competencies in the lower-left comer are 
neither important nor performed well by the school. Competencies in the lower right 
comer are performed well by the school but are unimportant in the industry. Finally, 
those competencies in the upper-right comer are both important in industry and well 
executed by the school.
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Table 5
Competency Importance and Performance
Competency Importance
Mean Score
Performance
Mean Score
conduct and/or direct research 3.05 4.12
evaluate guest satis&ction 4.37 3.63
develop effective merchandising 
techniques
3.37 2.66
coordinate intra and interdepartmental 
functions
4.19 3.15
communicate effectively verbal and 
written
4.68 4.14
read and understand business literature 3.85 3.84
develop and nurture effective personal 
networks
4.14 3.10
develop employee production standards 4.10 3.34
develop job descriptions 3.93 3.40
plan orientation and training programs 4.19 3.54
conduct job analysis 3.61 3.36
initiate performance appraisal program 3.95 3.44
maintain effective employee relations 4.44 3.85
maintain effective union/ 
management relations
3.59 2.86
solve employee grievances 3.98 3.23
manage a diverse workforce 4.50 3.33
select and assign persoimel 4.32 3.40
prepare funding ^ troposals 3.58 2.59
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Utilize statistical and math models to 3.19 3.85
analyze data
analyze operation’s cost, volume and 4.55 3.76
profit
maintain financial records 4.34 3.49
operate budgetary control systems 4.19 327
utilize appropriate investment 3.58 2.72
management methods
develop ability to take a leadership 4.66 3.27
position
develop policy and procedure 4.12 3.17
assess personal strengths and 3.80 3.25
weaknesses
teach and mentor others 3.81 3.55
direct and supervise the work of others 4.38 3.29
provide a motivational environment 4.53 3.98
maintain professional and ethical 4.42 3.78
standards
make decisions under conditions of risk 4.32 3.36
and uncertainty
manage and lead group processes 4.20 3.53
develop department goals and 4.41 3.44
objectives
develop strategic marketing plan 4.15 3.42
allocate resources 421 3.07
organizing la^e amounts of 3.85 3.68
information into meaningfiiLpattBms
evaluate effectiveness o f operation 4.44 3.59
identify and define problems 4.46 3.80
see how things fit in the bigpicture 420 3.41
adapt objective thinking 4.16 3.67
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forecast future trends 4.36 3.70
implement energy conservation 3.14 2.44
establish guest security systems 3.61 2.69
evaluate computer needs 3.83 3.03
balance work and family 3.58 2.30
design purchasing, production and 
service controls
3.54 2.95
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By symbol coding the competencies with respect to their sub-categories, the 
reader can get a quick, visual indication of the school's distinctive competencies. The 
scheme for the above figure is as follows;
1. Communication and marketing is a diamond.
2. human resources is a square,
3. finance is a triangle,
4. leadership is a cross,
5. strategic orientation is a hollow circle, and
6. operations management is a blackened circle.
Frequency Analysis of Respondent Demographic
An analysis of the demographic data sheds light on the ^ rpe of alumni the 
master’s program has produced. This analysis gave fisquencies for each response, as 
well as a percent%e of the total responses. Frequency analysis for the following question 
can be found in Table 6.
“In which segment of the hospitali^ industry are you currently working (please
mark one)?”
Although lodging accounted for the largest segment of hospitality alumni workforce at 25 
percent, career fields for respondents were spread out fidrly uniformly amongst the 
various disciplines. An additional category, functional expert, was created after the 
responses were tabulated. Several people chose to identify themselves as being in 
marketing, sales, or human resources, without regard to their business affiliate.
Frequency analysis for the second question in the demognq)hic section can be 
observed in Table 7:
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Tn what year did you graduate from the College of Hotel Administration Master's 
program? 19____ "
Table 6
Frequency Analysis of Respondents’ Career Field
Response Frequenc
y
Percent Valid Percent
lodging 15 25.4 25.4
food & beverage 7 11.9 11.9
gammg 11 18.6 18.6
education 11 18.6 18.6
other hospitality 4 6.8 6.8
no longer work in hospitality 6 10.2 10.2
functional expert in hospitality 5 8.5 8.5
Total 59 100.0 100.0
Table 7 shows that responses were greatest from those who had most recently attended 
the program. Those who graduated in the last four years accounted for over 60 percent of 
the total response.
Frequency analysis for the third question in the demographic section can be 
observed in Table 8:
“What is the year of your birth? 19____”
Although respondents bom between 1967 and 1963 accounted for nearly 40 percent of 
alumni respondents, ages were fairly evenly distributed among the other four groups.
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
43
Although the precise mean age was not computed, the average age of the respondents was 
approximately 32 years.
Table 7
Freouencv Analysis of Respondents Year o f  Graduation
Year Group Total Number 
Graduated
Frequency
ofResponse
Percent of
Total
Response
Valid Percent
ofTotal
Response
1996-1995 35 20 33.9 33.9
1994-1993 45 16 27.1 27.1
1992-1991 25 7 11.9 11.9
1990-1989 18 7 11.9 11.9
1988 & before 26 9 15.3 15.3
Total 149 59 100.0 100.0
Table 8
Frequency Analysis of Respondents Year of Birth
Response Frequency Percent Valid Percent
1968 & later 9 15.3 15.3
1967-1963 23 39.0 39.0
1962-1958 10 16.9 16.9
1957-1953 11 18.6 18.6
1952 & before 6 10.2 10.2
Total 59 100.0 100.0
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Question four in the demographic section asked the gender of the respondent. Of the 
total. 35 alumni or 59.3 percent of the respondents were men. 24 women responded, 
accounting for 40.7 percent of the returns.
Frequency analysis of the fifth question in the demographic section can be 
observed in Table 9;
“How much hospitality work experience at a managerial level did you have 
before your entry into the UNLV Master’s program (please pick one)?”
Table 9
Frequency Analysis of Managerial Work Experience
Response frequency Percent Valid Percent
less than 1 to 2 years 27 45.8 45.8
3 to 4 years 8 13.6 13.6
5 to 6 years 4 6.8 6.8
more than six years 12 20.3 20.3
no experience 8 13.6 13.6
Total 59 100.0 100.0
Nearly half of the respondents had less than one to two years of experience before 
entering the UNLV program. Interestingly, the next largest group had over six years 
experience. A mid-life crisis perhaps?
Frequency analysis of the sixth question in the demogr^hic section can be 
observed in Table 10:
“Place a mark next to the annual salary range of your current job.”
Although respondents were also asked to armotate their salary before entering the 
program and immediately subsequent to graduating, only the current salary was used in 
the analysis. The majori^ of respondents fell into the $20,000 to 39,999 range with 35
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Table 10
Frequency Analysis o f  Current Annual Salary Range
Response Frequency Percent Valid Percent
under $20,000 5 8.5 8.8
$20,000-39,999 20 33.9 35.1
$40,000-59,999 18 30.5 31.6
$60,000-79,999 8 13.6 14.0
$80,000-99,999 2 3.4 3.5
$100,000 & over 4 6.8 7.0
missing 2 3.4 Missing
Total 59 100.00 100.0
percent, but that range was closely followed by respondents in the $40,000 to 59,999 
range, which boasted 32 percent of the respondents.
Analysis of Variance of Individual Competencies 
The next analysis of the database was a one-way ANOVA using each of the 46 
competencies as the dependent variable and each of the demogr^hic categorizations as 
the independent variable. Each of the competencies was evaluated from both the 
importance and the performance perspectives. The results of the initial importance 
ANOVA can be observed below in Table 11. Only those competencies that produced a 
significance level below .05 were included in the table.
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Table 11
ANOVA of Individual Competencies - Imnoitancg Confidence interval at 95%
Independent
Variable
Dependent Variable F Sig.
career field 
segment
develop ability to take a leadership 
position *
2.986 .014
maintain effective employee relations 3.186 .010
year of 
graduation
analyze operation’s cost, volume & profit 2.569 .048
evaluate computer needs * 3.238 .019
teach & mentor others 2.969 .028
year of birth asses personal strengths & weaknesses 2.595 .046
coordinate intra & interdepartmental functions 2.616 .045
organizii% la%e amounts of data into 
meaningful patterns *
2.863 .032
initiate performance appraisal program * 3.489 .013
gender select & assign personnel * 4.359 .041
utilize appropriate investment methods * 9.597 .003
conduct job analysis * 5.666 .021
adapt objective thinking * 8.317 .006
maintain effective union/management relations 
*
5.189 .027
balance work & family * 6.846 .011
managerial
experience
design purchasing, production and service 
controls *
3.367 .016
current salary manage & lead group processes 3.147 .015
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Before determining that significant differences existed between the various 
groups, a multiple comparison procedure was accomplished. This was necessar\ to both 
pinpoint the differences within the groups and to guard against identifying significant 
differences that did not actually exist. The number of comparisons made in the initial 
ANOVA required a closer look at the various pairs. Only the gender findings can be 
determined as significant without running further tests, since there was only two groups.
A closer look at Table 11 indicates which comparisons displayed significance on the 
post-hoc, Scheffe test. Those competencies marked with an asterisk (*) in the above 
table, showed significant differences. The Scheffe post-hoc report for the importance 
variables in question and the mean responses of the variables is found in Appendix F.
One competency from the “career field” comparison demonstrated a significant 
difference in the post-hoc test Food and beverage professionals rated the competency of 
“developing the ability to take a leadership position” much lower on the importance scale 
than did gaming professionals. The mean response for the fixxi and beverage respondents 
was 4.00, while gaming respondents issued a mean score of 4.91.
Only one of the three competencies from the '*year graduated” comparison listed 
in Table 11 demonstrated a significant difference in the post-hoc Scheffe test 
“Evaluating computer needs” was significantly less important to those alumni who 
graduated in the 1992 to 1991 group than those ^ o  graduated between 1994 and 1993. 
The mean response for the 92 to 91 group was only 2.86, while alumni in the 94 to 93 
group issued a 4.13 mean.
Two of the four “year of birth” competencies that indicated significant differences 
in the ANOVA test also held the claim in the post-hoc test. Respondents bom in 1952 or
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before placed significantly greater emphasis on 'organizing large amounts of data into 
meaningful patterns” than did respondents bom between 1962 and 1958. The older group 
produced a mean of 4.83, while the younger group came in with a 3.30 mean score.
Those bom between 1967 and 1963 gave less importance to the competency of “initiating 
performance appraisal plans” than did the yotmger group bom in 1968 or after. Means 
for these two groups were 3.61 and 4.67 respectively.
All six of the competencies that passed the initial ANOVA using “gender' as the 
independent variable were considered significantly different The precise means for each 
competency can be foimd in Appendix F, but females placed significantly more 
importance on all six of the competmicies listed under gender in Table 11.
Those on the opposite end of the “managerial work experience” spectrum 
disagreed on the importance of “designing purchasing, production and service controls.” 
Those respondents who had no experience before coming to the UNLV program 
produced a mean of 2.63, while those wto had 5 to 6 years experience rated the 
competency at 4.00 on average.
The only competency that demonstrated significant difference in the initial 
ANOVA test using ‘current salary’ as the independent variable did not demonstrate the 
same significant difference in the post-hoc test
The results of the initial performance ANOVA can be observed below in Table 
12. Only those competencies that produced a significance level below .05 were included 
in the table. As was the case in Table 11, those competencies that were marked with an 
asterisk (*) demonstrated significant differences in the post-hoc, Scheffe test as well as
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Table 12
ANOVA of Individual Competencies - Performance Confidence interval of 95%
Independent
Variable
Dependent Variable F Sig.
career field segment utilize statistical & math models to analyze 
data*
2.867 .017
year of graduation design purchasing & service controls* 3.603 .011
develop policy & procedure 3.125 .022
conduct and/or direct research * 4.572 .003
year of birth develop department goals & objectives * 3.809 .008
develop effective merchandising techniques 2.777 .036
develop policy & procedure 3.053 .025
implement energy conservation 3.952 .007
gender NONE N/A N/A
managerial
experience
develop effective merchandising techniques * 5.362 .001
current salary analyze operation’s cost, volume & profit 2.509 .042
operate budgetary control systems 3.214 .013
identify & define problems 2.534 .040
develop policy & procedure 2.492 .043
develop employee production standards 2.542 .040
maintain financial records 2.850 .024
conduct job analysis 5.177 .001
read & understand business literature 2.372 .052
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the initial ANOVA. The Scheffe post-hoc report for the variables in question and the 
mean responses of said variables can be found in Appendix G.
The only competency from the “career field’* comparison to be flagged as 
significantly different in the initial ANOVA also demonstrated significant differences in 
the post-hoc test. Respondents who worked in food and beverage praised UNLV's 
performance in teaching the “utilization of statistical and math models to analyze data” 
significantly more than did respondents from the field of education. The mean response 
from education professionals was 3.19, while food and beverage respondents issued a 
4.86 mean.
Two of the three competencies fixim the “year of graduation” factor in Table 12 
demonstrated a significant difference in the post-hoc, Scheffe test as well. “Designing 
purchasing, production and service controls” received much higher marks from those 
alumni who graduated between 1990 and 1989 than from the more recent graduates of 
1996 through 1995. The mean response for the 90 to 89 group was right at 4.00, while 
alumni in the 96 to 95 group issued a much lower 2.55 mean. The group fium 1992 
through 1991 had an unusually mediocre experience learning how to “conduct and/or 
direct research” while at UNLV. The post-hoc test showed significant differences 
between that group and both the 1994 through 1993 group and the 1996 through 1995 
group. The 92 to 91 alumni rated the competency at 3.00 on average, while the 94 to 93 
alumni and 96 to 95 alumni issued mean responses of 4.44 and 4.30 respectively.
Only one o f the four “year of birth” competencies that indicated significant 
differences in the initial ANOVA test also held the claim in the post-hoc test.
Respondents bom between 1967 and 1963 were much more critical of UNLV’s
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performance in “developing department goals and objectives” than were graduates bom 
in 1968 and after. The former group produced a mean of only 2.87. while the latter 
respondents came up with a 4.11 mean score.
Men and women were of like mind when it came to evaltiating UNLV's 
performance of the 46 competencies. No significant differences were produced in the 
ANOVA.
The only competency to show significant differences when compared to the 
“managerial experience” factor at the ANOVA level, demonstrated rather unique 
differences as a result of the post-hoc test. “Developing effective merchandising 
techniques” received low marks from those who had no managerial experience prior to 
coming to UNLV but relatively high marks from alumni who had more experience. “No 
experience” alumni issued a 2.00 mean score on the performance of this competency, 
while those with 3 to 4 years, 5 to 6 years and more than 6 years experience rated the 
school with means of 3.13,325 and 3.08 respectively.
Although the initial ANOVA test pinpointed six competencies as having 
significant differences when “cunent salary” was the fiictor, all of them failed to 
demonstrate significant differences when assessed with the Scheffe test
Reliability Analysis of Sub-Categories
The 46 competencies were originally grouped together arbitrarily by the 
researcher and his thesis conunittee chairman. This admittedly flawed method for 
reducing the number of dependent variables was used as a starting point The researcher 
hoped to later improve upon these groupings with more rigorous techniques. To that end, 
an alpha test was used to evaluate the internal consistency of the arbitrary sub-categories.
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
52
The closer the coefficient alpha was to one. the greater the internal reliabilit} one could 
estimate about the sub-categories. Some argument exists as to how to define a 
“satisfactory” level of reliability. Although most texts answer the question with an “it 
depends” answer, it is generally regarded that a coefficient alpha of .70 is sufficient for 
basic research (Nunnally, 1978). Table 13 indicates the alpha coefficients for each of the 
six sub-categories.
Table 13
Reliabilitv Analvsis of Competencv Sub-Categories
Sub-category Coefficient Alpha- 
Importance
Coefficient Alpha- 
Performance
Number 
of items
Communication & 
Marketing
.5347 .5748 7
Human Resources .8707 .8783 10
Finance .6543 .7538 6
Leadership .8188 .8064 9
Strategic Orientation .7461 .8069 9
Operations
Management
.6239 .7318 5
The reliability analysis function on SPSS allows one to program a “reliabili^ if item 
deleted” function into the output. This was accomplished for the communication and 
marketing sub-category and the results were displayed in Table 14. By deleting the 
“conduct and/or develop research” competency from the importance group, the alpha 
coefficient was raised from .5347 to .6074. Similarly, deleting the “develop effective 
merchandising techniques” competency from the performance group raised the
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coefficient alpha from .5748 to .5945. Item deletion proved to be ineffective for any of 
the other sub-categories. Due to the imprecise definition of what is an acceptable alpha, 
the researcher 
Table 14
Aloha If Item Deleted for Communication and Marketing Sub-Cateeorv
Competency Alpha if Item 
Deleted - Imp.
Alpha if Item 
Deleted - Perf.
conduct and/or direct research .6074 .5306
evaluate guest satisfaction .4042 .5296
develop effective merchandising techniques .4456 .5945
coordinate intra and interdepartmental functions .4782 .5171
communicate effectively verbal and written .5228 .5566
read & understand business literature .5105 .4717
develop & nurture effective personal networks .4694 .5398
concluded that the analysis should continue using the modified sub-categories found in 
Table 15. These twelve new, reduced variables were created firom the original 46, and 
they were coded into SPSS in preparation for the final ANOVA.
Analysis of Variance of Sub-Categories 
The final analysis of the database was an ANOVA using the 12 new sub-category 
competency groups as the dependent variable and each of the demographic 
categorizations as the independent variable. Each of the competency groups was 
evaluated from both the importance and the performance perspectives.
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Table 15
Modified Reliability Analvsis of Competency Sub-Categories
Sub-category Coefficient Alpha- 
Importance
Coefficient Alpha- 
Performance
Number of 
items
Communication & 
Marketing
.6074 .5945 6
Human Resources .8707 .8783 10
Finance .6543 .7538 6
Leadership .8188 .8064 9
Strategic Orientation .7461 .8069 9
Operations Management .6239 .7318 5
The initial ANOVA resulted in only two significant differences. Both, however 
proved to be significant even after the post-hoc, Scheffe test was applied. The first 
difference involved gender and how the two groups perceived the importance of the 
human resource competencies to the hospitality industry. The initial ANOVA, the only 
test required of a two group comparison, yielded a significance of .018. Females rated 
the human resources competencies to a mean of 428, while the males importance mean 
was only 3.91.
The only other significant difference in the final analysis came in how different 
salary groups perceive the performance of the hotel college in teaching financial 
competencies. The initial ANOVA yielded a significance of .006. The Scheffe test 
verified the initial ANOVA and identified a significant difference in the way people who 
earn $40,000 to 59,999 perceive UNLV’s performance at teaching financial competencies
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paid category rated the school at 3.58. while the more financially secure contingent 
yielded a 2.29 mean score.
The results and findings fi-om this chapter were analyzed and presented in the 
following chapter of this study. Items of interest were addressed in sequence and 
presented in a manner consistent with this chapter. Conclusions drawn from this analysis 
were also included as were recommendations for future research.
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
CHAPTERS 
CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMENDATIONS
This chapter presents conclusions and recommendations made from the analyses 
of the survey results gathered from the alumni of the Hotel College’s Master’s program. 
Conclusions drawn from analysis presented in Chapter 4 of this study were meant to 
apply to the master’s graduates of the UNLV program. Conclusions are not intended to 
be applicable to all graduates of hospitality master’s programs. This chapter concludes 
with recommendations for future research in the field of graduate hospitality curriculum 
development.
Conclusions
Although frequency analysis of section one of the survey was intended to gain 
insight into the respondents overall impressions of their hospitality careers and of the 
program curriculum, the first three questions were primarily developed to help establish a 
connection with respondents on a basic and non-threatening level. Perhaps the most that 
could be fleshed out from the frequency analysis of these responses was a sense of the 
mood respondents developed when asked to consider their professional and educational 
history
The surveyed alunmi responded favorably to all three of the questions in section
56
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one. Respondents generally answered the questions in a way that cast their careers and the 
school in a positive light, and the researcher was left with the impression that most 
alumni recall their professional and academic history with fondness.
Looked at another way, however, question three might leave some curriculum 
planners feeling uneasy. Although nearly 74 percent of the respondents indicated that 
they would return to UNLV if th ^  had to do it all over again, over a quarter of UNLV’s 
graduate alumni believed that coming to UNLV was a mistake. Most of the dissatisfied 
would have pursued an MBA, the chief rival of hospitality graduate education. That was 
not necessarily an indictment of the school, only three and-a-half percent would have 
attended another hospitality program, but merely a comment on this particular genre of 
post-baccalaureate education. The researcher is left to wonder, however, if a 74 percent 
rate of satisfaction would be “good enough” for the hospitality institutions at which the 
alumni are now employed.
The initial analysis of the 46 competencies reported the means of each skill from 
the perspective of importance in the industry and performance at UNLV. Table 5 was 
purposefully presented without demonstratively indicating the associations amongst the 
competencies. Because the grouping of skills was initially accomplished in an arbitrary 
manner, the researcher wanted the reader to evaluate each skill on a stand-alone basis. 
Some may not agree that being able to “teach and mentor others” belonged under the 
leadership sub-category, and that person should be permitted to make his or her own 
determination.
A scan of Table 5 reveals that respondents rated the importance of 44 of the 46 
competencies higher than they rated UNLV’s performance. In fact, the mean score for all
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of the competencies combined rated on the importance scale at 4.06. while the mean 
score of ail the competencies on the performance scale was only 3.38. One could 
conclude from this disparity in means that from an overall perspective, the hotel college's 
teaching performance does not come up to the demands of the industr} .
Identifying the strengths and weaknesses of the program more specifically would 
probably be more helpful to the curriculum plaimer than would a broad based critique. 
Figure 1 attempted to illustrate more clearly the areas of study that are in need of 
improvement. Very few of the competencies landed in the upper-left quadrant, meaning 
that few competencies are being ignored that demand a great deal of concentration. Four 
competencies that hovered around 3.1 on the performance scale showed up with means 
above 4.0 on the importance scale. According to the respondents of this survey, one can 
conclude that the following competencies should receive more emphasis at the hotel 
college:
1. allocating resources,
2. coordinating intra & interdepartmental functions,
3. developing policy & procedure, and
4. developing and nurturing effective personal networks.
The other unfavorable location on the gr^h lay in the lower right comer. Those 
competencies that landed in this territory received too much attention from the hotel 
school and represented, in the opinion of the alumni respondents, a misappropriation of 
teaching effort. Those competencies that received a mean score of above 3.75 on 
performance and below 3.25 in importance are:
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1. conducting and/or directing research, and
2. utilizing statistical & math models to anal>'ze data.
The rest of the competencies landed in the lower left quadrant or the upper right quadrant, 
indicating that the competencies received a teaching emphasis commensurate with their 
importance in the industry.
A look at the symbol-coding scheme suggested a few more conclusions. 
Operations management competencies, the blackened circle data points, all landed in the 
lower left comer. The alumni of UNLV’s Master’s program apparently agreed with the 
generalist argument, referenced in the literature review, that downplayed the significance 
of functional expertise and endorsed the “soft skills.” Indeed, leadership and strategic 
orientation competencies tended to hover in the upper right quadrant, signifying them as 
being both important and well performed.
The diamond data points, those that supposedly represented communication and 
marketing competencies, displayed representation in all four quadrants. This fact 
suggested that the competencies should not have been grouped together or belonged in 
different sub-categories.
The frequency analysis of the respondent demographic gave the researcher a feel 
for the person behind the survey. Although more respondents listed themselves as 
lodging professionals (25.4%) than any other field, the other disciplines were well 
represented. Nine percent of the respondents chose to classify themselves as functional 
experts rather than identifying with a particular hospitality field. This suggests that a 
niche may exist in graduate education for preparing functional experts in such fields as 
marketing, human resources, or accounting.
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Response rates declined as the year of graduation pushed further from the present. 
This may indicate that ones sense of affiliation declined as the distance between 
graduation and the present grew. It might also indicate a growth in the matriculation rates 
since the inception of the program. This disproportionately high representation firom 
recent graduates might tend to skew the mean responses on the competencies. Changes 
that occurred to the curriculum over the years would not be captured efficiently by merely 
checking the gross mean scores.
The frequency analysis of managerial work experience before initiating the 
program resembled a camels back. A large group of alumni had little to no experience, 
suggesting that graduate school appeared on the horizon for them shortly after the 
undergraduate years. The number of respondents who began the program with a median 
amount of experience seemed to taper off during the three to six year area.
Representation frxim those who had six years or more experience shot up %ain 
suggesting a refocusing in career goals or a more dramatic life change.
The bulk of the responses (35.1%) came from individuals making between 
$20,000 and $40,000. Those in the $40,000 to $60,000 range were represented nearly as 
well (31.6%). One can therefore conclude that the respondents tended to represent a 
middle to upper-middle class perspective. Program admissions persotmel should use this 
basic demographic information when producing and targeting advertising media.
The analysis of variance of the individual competencies represented the analysis 
that initially struck at the hypothesis of this research. Eleven importance competencies 
proved to have significant differences among the demographic groups in both the initial
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ANOVA test and the post-hoc. Scheffe tesL and five performance competencies 
demonstrated significant differences in both tests.
Some of the demographic groups were broken down in an arbitrât) maimer. Year 
of graduation, year of birth, years of experience, and current salary all were given a 
uniform time span, but a rationale for the border lines within each demographic group 
was not established. Future researchers or readers familiar with the history of the hotel 
college may be able to provide a reasoning behind the statistically significant differences 
in opinion between groups. This researcher encourages those interested in the subject to 
evaluate the “why” behind the differences in perception in future research.
Evaluating this list of individual competencies and applying it to curriculum 
development on a macro basis may be hard to justify. Often competencies are touched 
upon in several venues within a single program, and changing curricula to meet so 
specific a need is not pragmatic. Studying the differences in perceptions does become 
important to the educator udien one considers the value of tailoring a program to meet the 
needs of individual students.
If one becomes aware that females tend to place a higher degree of importance on 
“utilizing appropriate investment methods” than do males, as was the case in this 
research, faculty advisors can offer suggestions to female students to first, establish that 
the competency is indeed a highly valued one, and second, direct the student toward 
classes and programs within the context of the existing curriculum that develop the skill 
in question.
Although this researcher would not suggest that curricula be adjusted as a result of 
differences in individual competencies, should entire sub-categories prove to hold
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significant differences amongst various demographic groups, graduate school officials 
with an eye toward establishing product niches might consider revamping their programs 
as a means of separating ones institution from the herd.
As indicated in Chapter 4, the analysis of variance for sub-categories produced 
two significant differences. First, it was determined that women placed a higher degree 
of importance on human resource competencies than did men. Thus on the basis of the 
research, the fourth null hypothesis is rejected and the alternative hypothesis, there will 
be significant differences in the way alumni evaluate competencies based on their gender, 
is accepted.
Second, it was determined that respondents who earn more than $100,000 a year 
believed that the hotel college performed teaching financial competencies significantly 
less effectively than did respondents who earned between $40,000 and $59,999 aimually. 
Thus, on the basis of this research, the sixth null hypothesis is rejected and the alternative 
hypothesis, there will be significant differences in the way alumni evaluate competencies 
based on their current income, is accepted.
On the basis of the acceptance of two of the alternative sub-hypothesis, the 
primary null hypothesis, there will be no significant differences in the way different 
groups of alumni perceive the value of the UNLV Master’s program, is rejected and the 
alternative hypothesis is accepted.
Recommendations
As indicated in Table 7, the Dean’s offrce had lost touch of 32 or 21.5% of the 
total master’s alumni. Those alumni were disproportionately under-represented in the 
years between 1989-1990 and 1991-1992. Only 12% of the total response was received
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
63
from alumni of these eras. Further research may uncover why these groups were under­
represented. but the research could hazard a guess. The most obvious reason may lie in 
the simple time element. As one's date of graduation pushes farther into the pasL it is 
reasonable to assume a decreased interest in the program would result. One gets caught 
up in the demands of the present and has little time to reflect upon past relationships. 
Curriculum characteristics of the newer alumni would be over-represented in the sample.
A closer look at the years in question, 1989 to 1992, might also suggest a reason 
for disinterest. After enjoying nearly a decade of unimpeded growth, the 1990’s brought 
a severe down tum in the hospitality industry. Students who, a few years earlier, might 
have had no trouble finding lucrative jobs as consultants and feasibility analysts were 
suddenly forced to compete for operations jobs in existing properties. Having had reality 
come in substantially under expectations, many alumni might have sought employment in 
other industries and exacerbated the lack of communication with the hotel college. A 
researcher might assume that this group would have a more negative perception of the 
school. Thus, further research is called for to determine if responses were skewed toward 
the positive end of the perception spectrum.
When the individual 46 competencies are viewed without regard to demographic 
breakdown, a little fine tuning of the curriculum at UNLV may be justified. Over half of 
the graduates of this program’s entire history responded to the survey and voiced some 
inconsistencies between the way competencies were taught at UNLV and the way they 
actually were in the hospitality industry. Curriculum planners should examine those 
inconsistencies, and readjust classes to help bring the reality of academia and the reality 
of the industry into synch.
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In Figure 1. allocating resources, coordinating intra and interdependent functions, 
and developing policy and procedure scored significantly higher in importance than in 
performance. Whether these skills are tmder-emphasized in hospitality graduate 
education as a whole can not be determined from this research. However, curriculum 
planners from other schools might be wise to investigate similar shortcomings in their 
own programs. These three competencies share a “big picture” theme that lends 
credibility to the bulk of research covered in Chapter Two. Industry practitioners are 
indeed looking for graduates with broad based skills as Evans (1990), Umbreit (1992), 
and Lewis (1992) suggest The specialization and market segmentation recommended by 
this researcher at the beginning of this thesis was not supported by the research.
The classroom may not be the only venue in which the curriculum can be 
adjusted. As an example, one of the competencies that received a significantly higher 
mean score in importance than in performance was the ability to develop and nurture 
effective personal networks. This may be a difficult competency to engender in a 
conventional classroom setting, but no one mandates that the curriculum of a master’s 
graduate program need necessarily be limited to the classroom. Arguably, the world’s 
greatest living hospitality laboratory is on the doorstep of the hotel college. Is that 
resource being utilized to anywhere near its potential? Might a graduate student 
internship address this apparent shortfall?
Two competencies also received significantly higher mean scores on performance 
then importance. Curriculum planners must ask themselves why so much effort is spent 
on competencies that few desire to attain or will ever use once they leave this institution. 
Since the two competencies in question, the ability to do research and the ability to utilize
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statistical techniques, are both academically oriented, perhaps the hotel college is getting 
too far afield fixim the hospitality industr) .
This observation strikes at one of the major dividing lines among old school hotel 
and restaurant instructors, and yotmger, more vigorously educated professors. By 
focusing on more academically-oriented material, the latter group intends to legitimize 
hospitality education. The researcher must ask, “legitimize to whom?”. Do they intend 
to seek approval from their colleagues in the Arts and Sciences and Hiunanities or are the 
needs of the industry of greater importance when considering the shape of curriculum?
Intuitively, the conclusions indicated by the ANOVA, with regard to the sub­
categories, also stand up to scrutiny. Women have historically been relegated to support 
roles such as human resources throughout the majority of industries. Therefore, it should 
come as no surprise that females place a higher emphasis on human resource 
competencies than do males. This heightened emphasis may be a result of a self- 
conscious need to justify one’s career.
One can also understand and defend the quantitative conclusion that more wealthy 
respondents place a greater value on teaching financial competmicies than do less wealthy 
respondents with qualitative reasoning. Generally, the higher one ascends in an 
organization, the greater his salary becomes and the greater his responsibility becomes for 
the most basic of organizational objectives, profit. Therefore, the person at the top will 
most likely not be thought of as successful if his efforts do no ultimately result in a 
favorable bottom line.
At first glance, the conclusions drawn fipom this research suggest, in part, that a 
radical shift in the way the hotel college should market its graduate programs may be in
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order. The recommendation of this researcher is not nearly so bold. Rather, the intent of 
this research was to suggest that distinct markets exist in the perspective student and 
hospitality communities. Two such entities, females and those making an annual salar\ 
above $100,000, were demonstrated as having perceptions distinctly different from that 
of their fellow alumni on the importance and performance of entire competency genres. 
The small size of the sample forces the researcher to take the results and conclusions with 
a rather prodigious grain of salt.
The results do, however, support the need for further research. If it can be 
demonstrated on a larger, more statistically significant scale that these demographic 
groups do indeed perceive the hospitality industry and their educational experience in 
unique ways, curricula should be altered to fill the void. The hospitality program that is 
willing to take the first step may well be the program that leads the rest of hospitality 
education into the next millenium.
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
APPENDIX A
U N i y
I j r i l V f  H b « T Y  N f  V A U A  I A S  V {  U A \
DATE: March 6 . 1997
TO: Michael ?- Lamb (%TLM)
M/S SOU
FROM: ^^"'^r/'wiiliam Z. Schulze. Direczor
.^■'Office of Sponsored Programs (X1257)
RE: Stacus of Human Subject Protocol Entitled:
"Market Segmentation in Hospitality Education*
OS? *604s0397-202e
The protocol for the project referenced above has been reviewed 
by the Office of Sponsored Programs and it has been determined 
that it meets the criteria for exemption from full review by the 
ÜNLV human subjects Institutional Review Soard. This protocol is 
approved for a period of one year from the dace of this 
notification and work on the project may proceed.
Should the use of human subjects described in this protocol 
continue beyond a year from the date of this notification, it 
will be necessary to request an extension.
cc: K. P. Brewer (HTLM-SOU)
OS? File
Oftlcs 5: Soofisoreo Proerams 
arc r^<«.vav • 2sx -5 :C27 • Las vsoas. 'le
cn
avaca
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APPENDIX B 
FIRST POSTCARD MAILING
UMY:
U . ' j l v E  P S ' T Y  O f  N t V A O A  L A S  V i Q A S
Wntianv F. Hamh College of 
Haul A ta â û ra ia n  
4505 \U ryiind P iilony 
Bos456013
U f V cps. N’evada 89154.6013
Tho
MAILINGA>mss
GOES
HERE
Greetings from the Hotel College!
My name is Michael Lamb, and I  am a candidate for a 
Masters o f Science degree. In conjunction with my thesis, I  am con­
ducting a survey o f all Masters graduates ofUNLV's Hotel College.
In the next few days, you will receive a survey in the mail. 
You will be asked to give your opinions on a number o f issues re­
lated to your educational experience at UNLV and your perceptions 
o f its value in the hospitality industry. I  would appreciate your help 
with this project.
You will learn more about the survey when it arrives, but be 
assured that the Dean‘s office is very interested in the results. Your 
response could have an impact on the future ofthe curriculum here 
at the Hotel College!
I'll be in touch soon.
Michael F. Lamb
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appendix  c
COVER LETTER
March 17, 1997
Ms. Jane Q. Graduate 
Graduate’s Address
Dear Ms. Graduate:
As a graduate of one of the nation’s foremost hospitality masters programs, you may be interested 
to know that a recent study published in The Hospitalin' Research Journal showed that only 40% of 
hospitaliR- executives surveyed are familiar with any hospitalin* master’s program. The study further 
demonstrated hospitality executh'es overwhelming preference for a MBA \-ersus a master’s in hospitality' 
management when selecting candidates for corporate staff positions.
My name is Michael Lamb, and I am a candidate for a Master's Degree at UNLV’s Hotel 
College. This survey is the kw  component of my thesis. As a graduate ofUNLV’s Hotel Master’s 
program, you are in a unique position to offer insight into both your experiences at UNLV and in the 
hospitality industry. For this reason, you and all of your fellow master’s alumni are being asked to 
complete the enclosed survey. Pilot tests show that it will take about ten minutes to complete, and a self- 
addressed, postage-paid envelope has been included to simplify the survey’s return. The Dean’s office is 
very interested in the results of this effort, so be assured that your input may have a direct impact on the 
future of the master’s curriculum here in Las Vegas.
You mm' also be assured of complete confidentiality. The survey has an identification number 
for mailing purposes only. This is so that I may check your name off the mailing list once the surv ey is 
returned. Your name will never be placed on the survQr itself, and all surveys and name lists will be 
destroyed at the conclusion of the study.
1 would be happy to answer any questions you may have regarding this study. Please write me or 
e-mail me at lambml(^ev*ada.edu. If you include a phone number, 1 will call you back. For questions 
involving the rights of research subjects, call the Office of Sponsored Programs at (702) 895-1357.
Thank you very much for your help.
Sincerely,
Michael F. Lamb 
Master’s Candidate
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APPENDIX D
SECOND POSTCARD MAILING
UMV:
u M i v r s s i o  or  r i F V A D A  i a s  v f g a s
William F. Hatnh College of 
Hbicl AdBÛEÔniion 
4503 Maryland Parkway 
Box 456013
Laa Vegas. Nevada S9154.6013
Tno
RAILING
ADDRESS
GOES
HERE
Greetings (again) from the Hotel College!
Last week, a survey seeking your opinions on the hospitality 
industry and your education at UNLV was mmled to you. You 
received this mailing along with all o f your fellow UNLV Hotel 
School Master "s graduates.
I f  you have already completed and returned the survey, 
please accept my heartfelt thanks. I f  not, please do so today. I 
believe your response will be very useful in helping the target the 
future o f the master's program here at UNLV.
I f  you did not receive a survey or i f  it was misplaced, please 
e-mail me at lambml'Qnevada.edu or call me collect at (702) 260- 
8784, and I will get another one in the mail to you immediately.
Sincerely.
7Ü
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APPENDIX E
SURVEY
UNLV
William F. Harrah College of 
Hotel Administration
Masters of Science 
Alumni Survey
1997
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PROGRAM TOPICS
1. Overall, how satisfied are you with your career development since 
graduating with your Master of Science (MS) degree (pick the one best 
response)?
very dissatisfied dissatisfied neither satisfied nor dissatisfied
satisfied ___very satisfied
In completing the next question, ‘‘general areas’* refers to those 
broad-based skills such as organizational behavior, ethics, and strategic 
orientation that may be applied to all hospitality departments. 
“Functional areas” refers to more specific skills such as marketing, 
finance, and human resources.
2. I feel that the Masters curriculum at UNLV’s Hotel College is (pick the 
one best response):
 focused too much on specific functional areas
 focused on functional areas, much as it should
 well balanced between functional and general areas
 focused on general areas, much as it should
 focused too much on general areas
3. If you could do your graduate education all over again, would you (pick 
the one best response):
 forego graduate school altogether
 pursue an MBA
 pursue a masters degree in hospitality at another school
 attend UNLV’s Hotel College again
 pursue a masters in a non-business related field
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
73
PROGRAM AND INDUSTRY COMPETENCIES
In the following section, you will find a list of competencies that may or 
may not be critical to a hospitality managers success. Please evaluate each 
competency with regard to two criteria. In the first column, rate how 
critical you feel the competency is to the work of a hospital:^ professional. 
In the second column, rate the Hotel College on how well it prepared you 
in the competent. In the first column let 1 represent “not important” and 
let 5 represent “very important” In the second column let 1 represent 
“poor performance” and let 5 represent “excellent performance.”
IMPORTANCE 
IN INDUSTRY
PERFORMANCE 
AT UNLV
not imp. veiyimp. poor excellent
ycaûosh ipppT O tt
2. conduct and/or direct
research 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
4. develop policy and
procedure 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
6. develop strategic
marketing plan 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
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EVIPORTANCE PERFORMANCE
IN INDUSTRY
not imp. vcr}' imp.
A T UNLV
poor excellent
8. develop employee
production standards 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
10. develop effective
merchandising techniques 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
12. analyze operation’s cost
volume and profit 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
14. organizing large amounts
of information into meaningful
patterns 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
16. implement energy
conservation 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
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IM PORTANCE PERFORMANCE
IN  INDUSTRY
not imp. very imp.
18. establish guest security
systems 1 2 3 4 5
AT UNLV
poor excellent
1 2 3 4 5
20. develop job descriptions 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
22. operate budgetary
control systems 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
24. teach and mentor
others 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
26. provide motivational
environment 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
28. evaluate computer needs 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
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IMPORTANCE 
IN INDUSTRY
not imp. very imp.
30. communicate effectively
verbal and written 1 2 3 4 5
PERFORMANCE 
AT UNLV
poor excellent
1 2 3
32. identify and define 
problems 1 2 3 4 5 1 2  3 4
34. maintain effective union/
management relations 1 2 3 4 5 1 2
36. read and understand 
business literature 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3
38. make decisions under 
conditions of risk & 
uncertainty
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IM PORTANCE 
IN INDUSTRY
not imp. Tciy imp.
PERFORM ANCE  
AT UNLV
poor excellent
40. solve employee grievances! 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
42. manage a diverse 
workforce
1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
44. manage and lead group 
processes 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
46. select & assign personnel 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
DEMOGRAPHIC INFORMATION
1. In which segment of the hospitality industry are you currently 
working (please mark one)?
 Lodging  Food & beverage Gaming  Education
 Other(specify)  I no longer work in a
___________________________  hospitality related field
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2. Please fill in the information as related to your current/most recent 
position. If currently attending school full time, indicate as such.
Job Title
Organization,
Dates current position held.
3. In what year did you graduate from the College of Hotel 
Administration Masters program? 19______
4. What is the year of your birth? 19,
5. Are you: Male  Female
6. How much hospitality work experience at a managerial level did you 
have before your entiy into the UI^V Masters program (please pick one)?
 less than 1 year __1-2 years ___ 3-4 years  5-6 years
 more than 6 years__no prior experience
7. Please indicate your salary history.
-Place an A next to the aimual salary range of the job just prior to 
entering UNLV’s Masters program
-Place a B next to the annual salary range of the job immediately 
subsequent to graduating from UNLV’s Masters program 
-Place a C next to the annual salary range of your current job
_Not Applicable under $20,000  $20,000-29,999
,$30,000-39,999 __ $40,000-49,999  $50,000-59,999
$60,000-69,999__ __ $70,000-79,999  $80,000-89,999
$90,000-99,999____ $100,000-149,999 over $150,000
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APPENDIX F 
OUTPUT FOR IMPORTANCE POST-HOC TESTS 
Multiple Comparisons
Scheffe
Dependent
Variable
(!) Industry 
Segment
(J) Industry 
Segment
Mean
Oifferenc
e(l-J)
Sid.
Error Sig.
95% Confidence 
Interval
Lower
Bound
Upper
Bound
LEAD1 lodging F&B 0.73333 02272 0.131 -0.1067 1.5734
gaming -0.17576 0.197 0.9915 -0.9042 0.5527
education 0.00606 0.197 1 -0.7224 0.7345
other hospitality -0.01667 0.2793 1 -1.0494 1.016
non-hospitality -0.1 0.2397 0.9999 -0.9865 0.7865
functional
expert 0.33333 0.2563 0.943 -0.6143 1.281
F&B lodging -0.73333 0.2272 0.131 -1.5734 0.1067
gaming -0.9091* 024 0.0408 -1.7964 -0.022
education -0.72727 0.24 0.1865 -1.6146 0.16
other hospitality -0.75 0.3111 0.4555 -1.9002 0.4002
non-hospitality -0.83333 02761 0.1907 -1.8543 0.1877
functional
expert -0.4 0.2906 0.9259 -1.4746 0.6746
gaming lodging 0.17576 0.197 0.9915 -0.5527 0.9042
F&B 0.9091* 024 0.0408 0.0218 1.7964
education 0.18182 0.2116 0.9931 -0.6007 0.9643
other hospitality 0.15909 02898 0.9994 -0.9124 1.2306
non-hospitality 0.07576 0.2519 1 -0.8556 1.0071
functional
expert 0.50909 0.2677 0.7267 -0.4807 1.4989
education lodging -0.00606 0.197 1 -0.7345 0.7224
F&B 0.72727 0.24 0.1865 -0.16 1.6146
gaming -0.18182 0.2115 0.9931 -0.9643 0.6007
other hospitality -0.02273 0.2898 1 -1.0942 1.0488
non-hospitality -0.10606-rn 0.2519 0.9999 -1.0374 0.8253
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functional
expert 0.32727 0.2677 0.9575 -0.6625 1.3171
other
hospitality lodging 0.01667 0.2793 1 -1.016 1.0494
- F&B 0.75 0.3111 0.4555 -0.4002 1.9002
gaming -0.15909 0.2898 0.9994 -12306 0.9124
education 0.02273 0.2898 1 -1.0488 1.0942
riPfdMNiPtality -0.08333 0.3204 1 -12679 1.1013
expert 0.35 0.3329 0.98 -0.8811 1.5811
non-
hospitality lodging 0.1 0.2397 0.9999 -0.7865 0.9865
F&B 0.83333 0.2761 0.1907 -0.1877 1.8543
gaming -0.07576 0.2519 1 -1.0071 0.8556
education 0.10606 0.2519 0.9999 -0.8253 1.0374
other hospitality 
functional
0.08333 0.3204 1 -1.1013 12679
expert 0.43333 0.3005 0.9087 -0.6779 1.5446
functional
expert lodging -0.33333 0.2563 0.943 -1281 0.6143
F&B 0.4 0.2906 0.9259 -0.6746 1.4746
gaming -0.50909 0.2677 0.7267 -1.4989 0.4807
education -0.32727 0.2677 0.9575 -1.3171 0.6625
other hospitality -0.35 0.3329 0.98 -1.5811 0.8811
non-hospitality -0.43333 0.3005 0.9087 -1.5446 0.6779
lodging F&B 1.08571 0.319 0.0932 -0.0939 22654
gaming 0.16364 0J2767 0.9991 -0.8594 1.1866
education 0.8 0J2767 0.2348 -0.223 1.823
other hospitality 0.05 0.3922 1 -1.4002 1.5002
non-hospitality
functional
0.46667 0.3367 0.9235 -0.7782 1.7115
expert 0 0.3599 1 -1.3308 1.3308
F&B lodging -1.08571 0.319 0.0932 -2.2654 0.0939
gaming -0.92208 0.337 0.2976 -2.1681 0.3239
education -0.28571 0.337 0.9936 -1.5317 0.9603
other hospitality -1.03571 0.4368 0.4768 -2.651 0.5796
non-hospitality
functional
-0.61905 0.3877 0.8591 -2.0528 0.8147
expert -1.08571 0.4081 0.3315 -2.5947 0.4233
gaming lodging -0.16364 0.2767 0.9991 -1.1866 0.8594
F&B 0.92208 0.337 0.2976 -0.3239 2.1681
education 0.63636 0.2972 0.6013 -0.4625 1.7352
other hospitality -0.11364 0.4069 -1.6183 1.3911
non-hospitality 0.30303 0.3537 0.9932 -1.0049 .611
RELATE1
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functional
expert -0.16364 0.3759 0.9999 -1.5536 12264
education lodging -0.8 02767 02348 -1.823 0.223
F&B 028571 0.337 0.9936 •0.9603 1.5317
gaming -0.63636 02972 0.6013 -1.7352 0.4625
other hospitality -0.75 0.4069 0.7552 -22547 0.7547
non-hospitality •0.33333 0.3537 0.9887 -1.6413 0.9746
functional
expert -0.8 0.3759 0.6084 -2.19 0.59
other
hospitality lodging -0.05 0.3922 1 -1.5002 1.4002
F&B 1.03571 0.4368 0.4768 -0.5796 2.651
gaming 0.11364 0.4069 1 -1.3911 1.6183
education 0.75 0.4069 0.7552 -0.7547 22547
non-hospitality 0.41667 0.4499 0.9897 -12469 2.0802
functional
expert -0.05 0.4675 1 -1.7788 1.6788
non­
hospitality lodging -0.46667 0.3367 0.9235 -1.7115 0.7782
F&B 0.61905 0.3877 0.8591 -0.8147 2.0528
gaming -0.30303 0.3537 0.9932 -1.611 1.0049
education 0.33333 0.3537 0.9887 -0.9746 1.6413
other hospitality -0.41667 0.4499 0.9897 -2.0802 12469
functional
expert -0.46667 0.422 0.9741 -2.0272 1.0939
functional
expert lodging 0 0.3599 1 -1.3308 1.3308
F&B 1.08571 0.4081 0.3315 -0.4233 2.5947
gaming 0.16364 0.3759 0.9999 -1.2264 1.5536
education 0.8 0.3759 0.6084 -0.59 2.19
other hospitality 0.05 0.4675 ■ -1.6788 1.7788
non-hospitality 0.46667 0.422 0.9741 -1.0939 12.0272
81
The mean difference is significant at the .05 level.
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S2
LEAD1
Scheffe
Industry Segment N
Subset for 
alpha = .05
1
F&B 7 4
functional expert 5 4.4
education 11 4.7272727
lodging 15 4.7333333
other hospitality 4 4.75
non-hospitality 6 4.8333333
gaming 11 4.9090909
Sig. 0.091349
Means for groups in homogeneous subsets are 
displayed.
a. Uses Harmonic Mean Sample Size = 6.944
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S3
Scheffe
Multiple Comparisons
95% Confidence 
Interval
Dependent
Variable
(1) Year 
Graduated
(J) Year 
Graduated
Mean 
Differenc 
e (l-J)
Std.
Error Sig.
Lower
Bound
Upper
Bound
ANFIN1 95-96 93-94 
91-92 
89-90 
88 & under
-0.1875
0.5
-021429
-025
0.1806
0.2365
02365
02252
0.8963
0.358
0.9344
0.8714
-0.7639
-02546
-0.9689
-0.9689
0.3889
1.2546
0.5404
0.4689
93-94 95-96 
91-92 
89-90 
88 & under
0.1875
0.6875
-0.02679
-0.0625
0.1806
0244
0244
0.2332
0.8963
0.1102
1
0.9993
-0.3889
-0.0912
-0.8055
-0.8066
0.7639
1.4662
0.7519
0.6816
91-92 95-96 
93-94 
89-90 
88 & under
-0.5
-0.6875
-0.71429
-0.75
0.2365
0244
0.2878
02787
0.358
0.1102
0.2041
0.1405
-12546
-1.4662
-1.6328
-1.6394
02546
0.0912
0.2042
0.1394
89-90 95-96 
93-94 
91-92 
88 & under
021429
0.02679
0.71429
-0.03571
02365
0244
0.2878
02787
0.9344
1
02041
1
-0.5404
-0.7519
-0.2042
-0.9251
0.9689
0.8055
1.6328
0.8536
88 & under 95-96
93-94
91-92
89-90
025
0.0625
0.75
0.03571
0.2252
02332
02787
02787
0.8714
0.9993
0.1405
1
-0.4689
-0.6816
-0.1394
-0.8536
0.9689
0.8066
1.6394
0.9251
COMF1 95-96 93-94 
91-92 
89-90 
88 & under
-028289
0.98496
027068
-0.38012
0.2963
0.386
0.386
0.3533
0.9215
0.181
0.9736
0.8836
-12284
-0247
-0.9613
-1.5077
0.6626
2217
1.5027
0.7474
93-94 95-96 028289 02963 0.9215 -0.6626 12284
91-92 
89-90 
88 & under
1.2679*
0.55357
-0.09722
0.3957
0.3957
0.3638
0.0486
0.7435
0.9994
0.0051
-0.7092
-12582
2.5306
1.8163
1.0638
91-92 95-96 -0.98496 0.386 0.181 -2.217 0.247
93-94 
89-90 
88 & under
-12679*
-0.71429
-1.36508
0.3957
0.4667
0.44
0.0486
0.6744
0.0609
-2.5306
-2.2037
-2.7693
-0.005
0.7751
0.0392
89-90 95-96
93-94
91-92
-027068
-0.55357
0.71429
0.386
0.3957
0.4667
0.9736
0.7435
0.6744
-1.5027
-1.8163
-0.7751
0.9613
0.7092
2.2037
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88 & under -0.65079 0.44 0.702 -2.055 0.7535
88 & under 95-96 0.38012 0.3533 0.8836 -0.7474 1.5077
93-94 0.09722 0.3636 0.9994 -1.0638 12582
91-92 1.36508 0.44 0.0609 -0.0392 2.7693
89-90 0.65079 0.44 0.702 -0.7535 2.055
TEAM1 95-96 93-94 0.3 0.3355 0.9373 -0.7707 1.3707
91-92 0.90714 0.4393 0.3825 -0.4948 2.3091
89-90 1.05 0.4656 02929 -0.4359 2.5359
88 & under -0.39444 0.4015 0.9137 -1.6758 0.8869
93-94 95-96 -0.3 0.3355 0.9373 -1.3707 0.7707
91-92 0.60714 0.4533 0.773 -0.8395 2.0538
89-90 0.75 0.4788 0.6549 -0.7782 22782
88 & under -0.69444 0.4168 0.5994 -2.0246 0.6357
91-92 95-96 -0.90714 0.4393 0.3825 -2.3091 0.4948
93-94 -0.60714 0.4533 0.773 -2.0538 0.8395
89-90 0.14286 0.5565 0.9994 -1.6332 1.9189
88 & under -1.30159 0.5041 0.1715 -2.9104 0.3072
89-90 95-96 -1.05 0.4656 02929 -2.5359 0.4359
93-94 -0.75 0.4788 0.6549 -22782 0.7782
91-92 -0.14286 0.5565 0.9994 -1.9189 1.6332
88 & under -1,44444 0.5272 0.1281 -3.1269 0238
88 & under 95-96 0.39444 0.4015 0.9137 -0.8869 1.6758
93-94 0.69444 0.4168 0.5994 -0.6357 2.0246
91-92 1.30159 0.5041 0.1715 -0.3072 2.9104
89-90 1.44444 0.5272 0.1281 -0238 3.1269
' The mean difference is significant at the .05 level.
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C0MP1
Scheffe (a)
Year Graduated N
Subset for alpha = .05
1 2
91-92 7 2.8571429
89-90 7 3.5714286 3.571429
95-96 19 3.8421053 3.842105
93-94 16 4.125
88 & under 9 4.222222
Sig. 02002595 0.61007
Means for groups in homogeneous subsets are displayed, 
a. Uses Harmonic Mean Sample Size = 9.766
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Scheffe
Multiple Comparisons
95% Confidence 
Interval
Dependent
Variable (1) Year Bom (J) Year Bom
Mean 
Differenc 
e (l-J)
Std.
Error Sig.
Lower
Bound
Upper
Bound
ASSPER1 68 & over 67-63 
62-58 
57-53 
52 & under
0.87923
1.04444
0.71717
-0.05556
0.3782
0.4419
0.4323
0.5069
0.263
0.2476
0.6034
1
-0.3269
-0.365
-0.6616
-1.6723
2.0853
2.4539
2.0959
1.5612
67-63 68 & over 
62-58 
57-53 
52 & under
-0.87923
0.16522
-0.16206
-0.93478
0.3782
0.3643
0.3526
0.4409
0.263
0.9949
0.9946
0.355
-2.0853
-0.9967
-1.2866
-2.341
0.3269
1.3272
0.9625
0.4714
62-58 68 & over 
67-63 
57-53 
52 & under
-1.04444
-0.16522
-0.32727
-1.1
0.4419
0.3643
0.4203
0.4967
0.2476
0.9949
0.9615
0.3106
-2.4539
-1.3272
-1.6676
-2.6841
0.365
0.9967
1.013
0.4841
57-53 68 & over 
67-63 
62-58 
52 & under
-0.71717
0.16206
0.32727
-0.77273
0.4323
0.3526
0.4203
0.4881
0.6034
0.9946
0.9615
0.6457
-2.0959
-0.9625
-1.013
-2.3296
0.6616
1.2866
1.6676
0.7841
52 & under 68 & over 
67-63 
62-58 
57-53
0.05556
0.93478
1.1
0.77273
0.5069
0.4409
0.4967
0.4881
1
0.355
0.3106
0.6457
-1.5612
-0.4714
-0.4841
-0.7841
1.6723
2.341
2.6841
2.3296
C00R0EP1 68 & over 67-63 
62-58 
57-53 
52 & under
0.53623
0.76667
0.84848
-0.16667
0.3209
0.375
0.3669
0.4302
0.5967
0.3929
0.2681
0.9972
-0.4873
-0.4295
-0.3216
-1.5387
1.5598
1.9628
2.0186
1.2054
67-63 68 & over 
62-58 
57-53 
52 & under
-0.53623
0.23043
0.31225
-0.7029
0.3209
0.3092
0.2992
0.3742
0.5967
0.9671
0.8946
0.4808
-1.5598
-0.7556
-0.6421
-1.8963
0.4873
1.2165
1.2666
0.4905
62-58 68 & over 
67-63 
57-53 
52 & under
-0.76667
-0.23043
0.08182
-0.93333
0.375
0.3092
0.3566
0.4215
0.3929
0.9671
0.9996
0.3108
-1.9628
-1.2165
-1.0556
-2.2777
0.4295
0.7556
1.2193
0.411
57-53 68 & over
67-63
62-58
-0.84848
-0.31225
-0.08182
0.3669
0.2992
0.3566
0.2681
0.8946
0.9996
-2.0186
-1.2666
-1.2193
0.3216
0.6421
1.0556
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52 & under -1.01515 0.4143 0.2148 -2.3364 0.3061
52 & under 68 & over 0.16667 0.4302 0.9972 -12054 1.5387
67-63 0-7029 0.3742 0.4808 -0.4905 1.8963
62-58 0.93333 0.4215 0.3108 -0.411 22777
57-53 1.01515 0.4143 02148 -0.3061 2.3364
ETHSENS1 68 & over 67-63 0.37198 0.3625 0.9002 -0.784 1.528
62-58 0.81111 0.4236 0.461 -0.5398 2.162
57-53 029293 0.4144 0.9729 -1.0286 1.6144
52 & under -0.72222 0.4859 0.6981 -2.2718 0.8274
67-63 68 & over -0.37198 0.3625 0.9002 -1.528 0.784
62-58 0.43913 0.3492 0.8111 -0.6746 1.5528
57-53 -0.07905 0.338 0.9996 -1.1569 0.9988
52 & under -1.0942 0.4226 0.169 -2.442 02536
62-58 68 & over -0.81111 0.4236 0.461 -2.162 0.5398
67-63 -0.43913 0.3492 0.8111 -1.5528 0.6746
57-53 -0.51818 0.4028 0.798 -1.8028 0.7665
52 & under -1.5333* 0.4761 0.0465 -3.0516 -0.015
57-53 68 & over -029293 0.4144 0.9729 -1.6144 1.0286
67-63 0.07905 0.338 0.9996 -0.9988 1.1569
62-58 0.51818 0.4028 0.798 -0.7665 1.8028
52 & under -1.01515 0.4679 0.3313 -2.5074 0.477
52 & under 68 & over 0.72222 0.4859 0.6981 -0.8274 2.2718
67-63 1.0942 0.4226 0.169 -02536 2.442
62-58 -1.5333* 0.4761 0.0465 0.015 3.0516
57-53 1.0152* 0.4679 0.3313 -0.477 2.5074
PERFAPP1 68 & over 67-63 1.05797 0.3122 0.0314 0.0623 2.0537
62-58 0.96667 0.3648 0.1515 -0.1969 2.1303
57-53 0.48485 0.3569 0.7637 -0.6534 1.6231
52 & under 0.5 0.4185 0.8381 -0.8347 1.8347
67-63 68 & over -1.0580* 0.3122 0.0314 -2.0537 -0.062
62-58 -0.0913 0.3008 0.9989 -1.0506 0.868
57-53 -0.57312 0.2911 0.4321 -1.5015 0.3553
52 & under -0.55797 0.364 0.6731 -1.7189 0.603
62-58 68 & over •0.96667 0.3648 0.1515 -2.1303 0.1969
67-63 0.0913 0.3008 0.9989 -0.868 1.0506
57-53 -0.48182 0.3469 0.7487 -1.5883 0.6247
52 & under -0.46667 0.41 0.8608 -1.7744 0.8411
57-53 68 & over -0.48485 0.3569 0.7637 -1.6231 0.6534
67-63 0.57312 0.2911 0.4321 -0.3553 1.5015
62-58 0.48182 0.3469 0.7487 -0.6247 1.5883
52 & under 0.01515 0.403 -12701 1.3004
52 & under 68 & over •0.5 0.4185 0.8381 -1.8347 0.8347
67-63 0.55797 0.364 0.6731 -0.603 1.7189
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62-58 |0.46667 j0.41 |0.8608 -0.8411 1.7744 1
1 57-53 1-0.01515 |o.403 |l -1-3004 12701 1
The mean difference is significant at the .05 level.
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ETHSENS1
Year Bom N
Subset for alpha -  .05
1 2
62-58 10 3.3
67-63 23 3.7391304 3.73913
57-53 11 3.8181818 3.818182
68 & over 9 4.1111111 4.111111
52 & under 6 4.833333
Sig. 0.4453791 0.159194
Means for groups in homogeneous subsets are displayed, 
a. Uses Harmonic Mean Sample Size = 9.762
PERFAPP1
Scheffe (a)
Year Bom N
Subset for 
alpha = .05
1
67-63 23 3.6086957
62-58 10 3.7
52 & under 6 4.1666667
57-53 11 4.1818182
68 & over 9 4.6666667
Sig. 0.0851324
Means for groups in homogeneous subsets are 
displayed.
a. Uses Harmonic Mean Sample Size = 9.762
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Scheffe
Multiple Comparisons 
Dependent Variable: DESCON 1
(!) Work
Experience (J) Work Experience
Mean
Difference
(l-J) Std. Error Sig.
95% Confidence 
Interval
Lower
Bound
Upper
Bound
less than 1 -2  
years 3-4 years
5-6 years 
more than 6 years 
no experience
0.402778
-0.222222
0.194444
1.1528*
0.334702
0.445472
0288477
0.334702
0.83454
0.992652
0.97721
0.027512
-0.6647
-1.643
-0.7256
0.0853
1.4702
1.1985
1.1145
22202
3-4 years less than 1 -2  years 
5-6 years 
more than 6 years 
no experience
-0.402778
•0.625
-0208333
0.75
0.334702
0.509175
0.379517
0.41574
0.83454
0.824289
0.989423
0.52205
-1.4702
-22489
-1.4187
-0.5759
0.6647
0.9989
1.0021
2.0759
5-6 years less than 1 -2  years
3-4 years
more than 6 years 
no experience
0222222
0.625
0.416667
1.375
0.445472
0.509175
0.480055
0.509175
0.992652
0.824289
0.943488
0.137778
-1.1985
-0.9989
-1.1144
-02489
1.643
2.2489
1.9477
2.9989
more than 6
years less than 1 -2  years 
3-4 years 
5-6 years 
no experience
41.194444
0208333
-0.416667
0.958333
0288477
0.379517
0.480055
0.379517
0.97721
0.989423
0.943488
0.189171
-1.1145
-1.0021
-1.9477
-0.2521
0.7256
1.4187
1.1144
2.1687
no experience less than 1 -2  years 
3-4 years 
5-6 years 
more than 6 years
-1.1528*
-0.75
-1.375
-0.958333
0.334702
0.41574
0.509175
0.379517
0.027512
0.52205
0.137778
0.189171
-22202
-2.0759
-2.9989
-2.1687
-0.0853
0.5759
0.2489
02521
* The mean difference is significant at the .05 level.
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DESC0N1
Work Experience N
Subset for alpha = .05
1 2
no experience 8 2.625
3-4 years 8 3.375 3.375
more than 6 years 12 3.5833333 3.583333
less than 1 -2  years 27 3.7777778 3.777778
5-6 years 4 4
Sig. 0.1175913 0.686054
Means for groups in homogeneous subsets are displayed, 
a. Uses Harmonic Mean Sample Size = 8.060
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Scheffe
Multiple Comparisons 
Dependent Variable: GR0UP1
95% Confidence 
Interval
(1) Salary Now (J) Salary Now
Mean
Difference
(l-J) Std. Error Sig.
Lower
Bound
Upper
Bound
under $20,000 $20,000-39,999 
$40,000-59,999 
$60,000-79,999 
$80,000-99,999 
$100,000 & over
0.2
-0.5
-0.75
0.5
0
0.368489
0.372561
0.420142
0.6166
0.49438
0.9976
0.873266
0.672186
0.984452
1
-1.0756
-1.7897
-22044
-1.6345
-1.7114
1.4756
0.7897
0.7044
2.6345
1.7114
$20,000-
39,999 under $20,000 
$40,000-59,999 
$60,000-79,999 
$80,000-99,999 
$100,000 & over
-0.2
-0.7
-0.95
0.3
-02
0.368489
0239439
0.3083
0.546558
0.40366
0.9976
0.149287
0.110784
0.997468
0.998449
-1.4756
-1.5289
-2.0172
-1.592
-1.5973
1.0756
0.1289
0.1172
2.192
1.1973
$40,000-
59,999 under $20,000 
$20,000-39,999 
$60,000-79,999 
$80,000-99,999 
$100,000 & over
0.5
0.7
-025
1
0.5
0.372561
0239439
0.313156
0.549311
0.40738
0.873266
0.149287
0.98551
0.653269
0.909857
-0.7897
-0.1289
-1.334
-0.9015
-0.9102
1.7897
1.5289
0.834
2.9015
1.9102
$60,000-
79,999 under $20,000 
$20,000-39,999 
$40,000-59,999 
$80,000-99,999 
$100,000 & over
0.75
0.95
025
125
0.75
0.420142
0.3083
0.313156
0.582633
0.451305
0.672186
0.110784
0.98551
0.475331
0.735788
-0.7044
-0.1172
-0.834
-0.7669
-0.8123
2.2044
2.0172
1.334
3.2669
2.3123
$80,000-
99,999 under $20,000 
$20,000-39,999 
$40,000-59,999 
$60,000-79,999 
$100,000 & over
-0.5
-0.3
-1
-125
-0.5
0.6166
0.546558
0.549311
0.582633
0.638242
0.984452
0.997468
0.653269
0.475331
0.986696
-2.6345
-2.192
-2.9015
-3.2669
-2.7094
1.6345
1.592
0.9015
0.7669
1.7094
$100,000 & 
over under $20,000
$20,000-39,999
$40,000-59,999
$60,000-79,999
$80,000-99,999
0
0.2
-0.5
-0.75
0.5
0.49438
0.40366
0.40738
0.451305
0.638242
1
0.998449
0.909857
0.735788
0.986696
-1.7114
-1.1973
-1.9102
-2.3123
-1.7094
1.7114
1.5973
0.9102
0.8123
2.7094
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APPENDIX G 
OUTPUT FOR PERFORMANCE POST-HOC TESTS
Scheffe
Multiple Comparisons 
Dependent Variable: UTMATH2
(1) Industry (J) Industry 
Segment Segment
Mean
Difference
(l-J) Std. Error Sig.
95% Co 
Intc
Lower
Bound
nfidence
srval
Upper
Bound
lodging F&B
gaming 
education 
other hospitality 
non-hospitality 
functional expert
-0.857143
0.5454545
0.8181818
0.25
-0.166667
0
0.4248875
0.3684699
0.3684699
0.5223462
0.4483794
0.4793378
0.667724
0.897612
0.558234
0.999745
0.999942
1
-2.42828
-0.81706
-0.54434
-1.68152
-1.82467
-1.77248
0.713996
1.907973
2.1807
2.181519
1.49134
1.772483
F&B lodging 
gaming 
education 
other hospitality 
non-hospitality 
functional expert
0.8571429
1.4025974
1.6753*
1.1071429
0.6904762
0.8571429
0.4248875
0.4487952
0.4487952
0.5818012
0.5164215
0.5435179
0.667724
0.158133
0.046229
0.726206
0.935135
0.866077
•0-714
-0.25695
0.015781
-1.04423
-121913
-1.15266
2.428281
3.062141
3.334868
3258513
2.600087
2.86695
gaming lodging 
F&B
education 
other hospitality 
non-hospitality 
functional expert
•0.545455
-1.402597
0.2727273
-0.295455
-0.712121
•0.545455
0.3684699
0.4487952
0.3958001
0.5419716
0.4710964
0.500652
0.897612
0.158133
0.997951
0.99946
0.887952
0.975979
-1.90797
-3.06214
-1.19085
-2.29954
-2.45413
-2.39675
0.817064
0256946
1.736307
1.708635
1.029887
1.305844
education lodging
F&B
gaming
other hospitality 
non-hospitality 
functional expert
•0.818182
-1.6753*
•0.272727
-0.568182
•0.984848
•0.818182
0.3684699
0.4487952
0.3958001
0.5419716
0.4710964
0.500652
0.558234
0.046229
0.997951
0.980253
0.628789
0.845104
-2.1807
-3.33487
-1.73631
-2.57227
-2.72686
-2.66948
0.544337
-0.01578
1.190853
1.435907
0.75716
1.033117
other hospitality lodging 
F&B
•0.25
•1.107143
94
0.5223462
0.5818012
0.999745
0.726206
-2.18152
-325851
1.681519
1.044227
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gaming 
education 
non-hospitality 
functional expert
02954545
0.5681818
-0.416667
-025
0.5419716
0.5419716
0.5991722
0.622678
0.99946
0.980253
0.997843
0.999909
-1.70863
-1.43591
-2.63227
-2.55252
2.299544
2.572271
1.798937
2.052523
non-hospitality lodging 
F&B 
gaming 
education 
other hospitality 
functional expert
0.1666667
-0.690476
0.7121212
0.9848485
0.4166667
0.1666667
0.4483794
0.5164215
0.4710964
0.4710964
0.5991722
0.5620733
0.999942
0.935135
0.887952
0.628789
0.997843
0.999985
-1.49134
-2.60009
-1.02989
-0.75716
-1.79894
-1.91175
1.824673
1.219134
2.45413
2.726857
2.632271
2.245087
functional expert lodging 
F&B 
gaming 
education 
other hospitality 
non-hospitality
0
-0.857143
0.5454545
0.8181818
025
-0.166667
0.4793378
0.5435179
0.500652
0.500652
0.622678
0.5620733
1
0.866077
0.975979
0.845104
0.999909
0.999985
-1.77248
-2.86695
-1.30584
-1.03312
-2.05252
-2.24509
1-772483
1.152664
2.396753
2.66948
2.552523
1.911754
* The mean difference is significant at the .05 level.
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UTMATH2
Scheffe (a)
Industry Segment N
Subset for 
alpha = .05
1
education 11 3.1818182
gaming 11 3.4545455
other hospitality 4 3.75
lodging 15 4
functional expert 5 4
non-hospitality 6 4.1666667
F&B 7 4.8571429
Sig. 0.1009802
Means for groups in homogeneous subsets are 
displayed.
a. Uses Harmonic Mean Sample Size = 6.944
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Scheffe
Multiple Comparisons
Dependent
Variable
(I) Year 
Graduated
(J) Year 
Graduated
Mean
Difference
(W) Std. Error Sig.
95% Confidence 
Interval
Lower
Bound
Upper
Bound
DESC0N2 95-96 93-94 -0.3875 0.305749 0.80667 -1.363 0.5876
91-92 -0.164286 0.40032 0.996537 -1.441 1.1125
89-90 -1.4500* 0.40032 0.01768 -2.727 -0.1733
88 & under -0.672222 0.365891 0.503586 -1.839 0.4947
93-94 95-96 0.3875 0.305749 0.80667 -0.588 1.3626
91-92 0.2232143 0.413089 0.990037 -1.094 1.5407
89-90 -1.0625 0.413089 0.174219 -2.38 0.255
88 & under -0.284722 0.37982 0.966415 -1.496 0.9266
91-92 95-96 0.1642857 0.40032 0.996537 -1.112 1.441
93-94 -0.223214 0.413089 0.990037 -1.541 1.0943
89-90 -1.285714 0.487254 0.154509 -2.84 0.2683
88 & under -0.507937 0.459387 0.872962 -1.973 0.9572
89-90 95-96 1.4500* 0.40032 0.01768 0.1733 2.7267
93-94 1.0625 0.413089 0.174219 -0.255 2.38
91-92 1.2857143 0.487254 0.154509 -0.268 2.8397
88 & under 0.7777778 0.459387 0.584254 -0.687 2.2429
88 & under 95-96 0.6722222 0.365891 0.503586 -0.495 1.8392
93-94 0.2847222 0.37982 0.966415 -0.927 1.4961
91-92 0.5079365 0.459387 0.872962 -0.957 1.9731
89-90 -0.777778 0.459387 0.584254 -2.243 0.6873
DEVP0L2 95-96 93-94 -0.345395 0.330858 0.89445 -1.401 0.7105
91-92 02706767 0.431127 0.982472 -1.105 1.6466
89-90 -0.729323 0.431127 0.585116 -2.105 0.6466
88 & under -1.157895 0.394571 0.087038 -2.417 0.1013
93-94 95-96 0.3453947 0.330858 0.89445 -0.711 1.4013
91-92 0.6160714 0.441875 0.745942 -0.794 2.0263
89-90 -0.383929 0.441875 0.943261 -1.794 1.0263
88 & under •0.8125 0.406287 0.415949 -2.109 0.4841
91-92 95-96 -0.270677 0.431127 0.982472 -1.647 1.1052
93-94 -0.616071 0.441875 0.745942 -2.026 0.7941
89-90 -1 0.521207 0.45912 -2.663 0.6634
88 & under -1.428571 0.491399 0.092075 -2.997 0.1397
89-90 95-96 0.7293233 0.431127 0.585116 -0.647 2.1052
93-94 0.3839286 0.441875 0.943261 -1.026 1.7941
91-92 1 0.521207 0.45912 -0.663 2.6634
88 & under -0.428571 0.491399 0.942512 -1.997 1.1397
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88 & under 95-96 1.1578947 0.394571 0.087038 -0.101 2.4171
93-94 0.8125 0.406287 0.415949 -0.484 2.1091
91-92 1.4285714 0.491399 0.092075 -0.14 2.9968
89-90 0.4285714 0.491399 0.942512 -1.14 1.9968
RES2 95-96 93-94 -0.1375 0.262181 0.991106 -0.974 0.6987
91-92 1.3000* 0.343275 0.011534 0.2052 2.3948
89-90 0.1571429 0.343275 0.994716 -0.938 1.252
88 & under' 0.3 0.313753 0.921207 -0.701 1.3007
93-94 95-96 0.1375 0.262181 0.991106 -0.699 0.9737
91-92 1.4375* 0.354225 0.005529 0.3078 2.5672
89-90 0.2946429 0.354225 0.951318 -0.835 1.4244
88 & under 0.4375 0.325697 0.771133 -0.601 1.4762
91-92 95-96 -1.3000* 0.343275 0.011534 -2.395 -0.2052
93-94 -1.4375* 0.354225 0.005529 -2.567 -0.3078
89-90 -1.142857 0.417822 0.128974 -2.475 0.1897
88 & under -1 0.393926 0.18481 -2.256 0.2564
89-90 95-96 -0.157143 0.343275 0.994716 -1.252 0.9377
93-94 -0.294643 0.354225 0.951318 -1.424 0.8351
91-92 1.1428571 0.417822 0.128974 -0.19 2.4754
88 & under 0.1428571 0.393926 0.997861 -1.113 1.3992
88 & under 95-96 -0.3 0.313753 0.921207 -1.301 0.7007
93-94 -0.4375 0.325697 0.771133 -1.475 0.6012
91-92 1 0.393926 0.18481 -0.256 2.2564
89-90 -0.142857 0.393926 0.997861 -1.399 1.1135
* The mean difference is significant at the .05 level.
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DESC0N2
Scheffe (a)
Year Graduated N
Subset for alpha = .05
1 2
95-96 20 2.55
91-92 7 2.7142857 2.714286
93-94 16 2.9375 2.9375
88 & under 9 3.2222222 3.222222
89-90 7 4
Sig. 0.6174622 0.057742
Means for groups in homogeneous subsets are displayed, 
a. Uses Harmonic Mean Sample Size = 9.817
RES2
Scheffe (a)
Year Graduated N
Subset for alpha = .05
1 2
91-92 7 3
88 & under 9 4 4
89-90 7 4.142857
95-96 20 4.3
93-94 16 4.4375
Sig. 0.1063239 0.818838
Means for groups in homogeneous subsets are displayed, 
a. Uses Harmonic Mean Sample Size = 9.817
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Multiple Comparisons
Scheffe
Dependent
Variable (1) Year Bom (J) Year Bom
Mean 
Differenc 
e (l-J)
Std.
Error Sig.
95% Confidence 
Interval
Lower
Bound
Upper
Bound
DEVGOAL2 68 & over 67-63 12415" 0.3737 0.0368 0.0497 2.4334
62-58 0.31111 0.4367 0.9721 -1.0816 1.7039
57-53 0.38384 0.4272 0.9363 -0.9786 1.7463
52 & under 0.61111 0.5009 0.8275 -0.9865 22087
67-63 68 & over -12415* 0.3737 0.0368 -2.4334 -0.05
62-58 -0.93043 0.36 0.1704 -2.0786 02177
57-53 -0.85771 0.3484 0.2108 -1.9689 02535
52 & under -0.63043 0-4357 0.7189 -2.02 0.7591
62-58 68 & over -0.31111 0.4367 0.9721 -1.7039 1.0816
67-63 0.93043 0.36 0.1704 -0.2177 2.0786
57-53 0.07273 0.4153 0.9999 -12517 1.3972
52 & under 0.3 0.4908 0.9841 -1.2653 1.8653
57-53 68 & over -0.38384 0.4272 0.9363 -1.7463 0.9786
67-63 0.85771 0.3484 02108 -0.2535 1.9689
62-58 -0.07273 0.4153 0.9999 -1.3972 12517
52 & under 022727 0.4824 0.9941 -1.3111 1.7657
52 & under 68 & over -0.61111 0.5009 0.8275 -22087 0.9865
67-63 0.63043 0.4357 0.7189 -0.7591 2.02
62-58 -0.3 0.4908 0.9841 -1.8653 1.2653
57-53 -0.22727 0.4824 0.9941 -1.7657 1.3111
DEVMERC2 68 & over 67-63 -0.05797 02892 0.9998 -0.9803 0.8643
62-58 -0.56667 0.3379 0.5934 -1.6445 0.5111
57-53 -0.66667 0.3306 0.407 -1.721 0.3877
52 & under -0.83333 0.3876 0.3408 -2.0696 0.403
67-63 68 & over 0.05797 0.2892 0.9998 -0.8643 0.9803
62-58 -0.5087 0.2786 0.5098 -1.3972 0.3798
57-53 -0.6087 0.2696 02915 -1.4686 0.2512
52 & under -0.77536 0.3372 02735 -1.8507 0.3
62-58 68 & over 0.56667 0.3379 0.5934 -0.5111 1.6445
67-63 0.5087 0.2786 0.5098 -0.3798 1.3972
57-53 -0.1 0.3214 0.9988 -1.1249 0.9249
52 & under -026667 0.3798 0.9735 -1.478 0.9447
57-53 68 & over 0.66667 0.3306 0.407 -0.3877 1.721
67-63 0.6087 02696 0.2915 -0.2512 1.4686
62-58 0.1 0.3214 0.9988 -0.9249 1.1249
52 & under -0.16667 0.3733 0.9952 -1.3572 1.0238
52 & under 68 & over 0.83333 0.3876 0.3408 -0.403 2.0696
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67-63 0.77536 0.3372 0.2735 -0.3 1.8507
62-58 026667 0.3798 0.9735 -0.9447 1.478
57-53 0.16667 0.3733 0.9952 -1.0238 1.3572
DEVP0L2 68 & over 67-63 0.42935 0.4011 0.8855 •0.8508 1.7095
62-58 -0.475 0.4635 0.9007 -1.9544 1.0044
57-53 -0.69318 0.4541 0.6766 -2.1423 0.756
52 & under -0.04167 0.5278 1 -1.726 1.6427
67-63 68 & over •0.42935 0.4011 0.8855 -1.7095 0.8508
62-58 -0.90435 0.3702 02177 -2.0857 0277
57-53 -1.12253 0.3582 0.0569 -22658 0.0208
52 & under -0.47101 0.448 0.892 -1.9007 0.9587
62-58 68 & over 0.475 0.4635 0.9007 -1.0044 1.9544
67-63 0.90435 0.3702 02177 -0.277 2.0857
57-53 -021818 0.427 0.9919 -1.5809 1.1445
52 & under 0.43333 0.5046 0.9455 -1.1772 2.0439
57-53 68 & over 0.69318 0.4541 0.6766 -0.756 2.1423
67-63 1.12253 0.3582 0.0569 -0.0208 22658
62-58 021818 0.427 0.9919 -1.1445 1.5809
52 & under 0.65152 0.496 0.7853 -0.9313 22343
52 & under 68 & over 0.04167 0.5278 1 -1.6427 1.726
67-63 0.47101 0.448 0.892 -0.9587 1.9007
62-58 -0.43333 0.5046 0.9455 -2.0439 1.1772
57-53 -0.65152 0.496 0.7853 -2.2343 0.9313
IMPC0NS2 68 & over 67-63 -0 22222 0.4327 0.9918 -1.6022 1.1578
62-58 -1.02222 0.5056 0.4044 -2.6349 0.5904
57-53 -1.31313 0.4946 0.15 -2.8907 0.2644
52 & under -1.55556 0.58 0.1426 -3.4054 0.2943
67-63 68 & over 0.22222 0.4327 0.9918 -1.1578 1.6022
62-58 -0.8 0.4168 0.4587 -2.1295 0.5295
57-53 -1.09091 0.4034 0.1368 -2.3776 0.1957
52 & under -1.33333 0.5045 0.1533 -2.9423 02756
62-58 68 & over 1.02222 0.5056 0.4044 -0.5904 2.6349
67-63 0.8 0.4168 0.4587 -0.5295 2.1295
57-53 -0.29091 0.4808 0.9847 -1.8244 1.2426
52 & under -0.53333 0.5683 0.926 -2.3458 1.2791
57-53 68 & over 1.31313 0.4946 0.15 -02644 2.8907
67-63 1.09091 0.4034 0.1368 -0.1957 2.3776
62-58 0.29091 0.4808 0.9847 -1.2426 1.8244
52 & under -0.24242 0.5585 0.9957 -2.0237 1.5389
52 & under 68 & over .55556 0.58 0.1426 -02943 3.4054
67-63 .33333 0.5045 0.1533 -0.2756 2.9423
62-58 0.53333 0.5683 0.926 -1.2791 2.3458
57-53 024242 0.5585 0.9957 -1.5389 2.0237
' The mean difference is significant at the .05 level.
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DEVG0AL2
Scheffe (a)
Year Bom N
Subset for 
alpha = .05 
1
67-63 23 2.8695652
52 & under 6 3.5
57-53 11 3.7272727
62-58 10 3.8
68 & over 9 4.1111111
Sig. 0.0958189
Means for groups in homogeneous subsets are 
displayed.
a. Uses Harmonic Mean Sample Size = 9.762
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Scheffe
Multiple Comparisons 
Dependent Variable; DEVMERC2
Mean
(1) Work Difference 
Experience (J) Work Experience (l-J) Std. Error Sig.
95% Confidence 
Interval
Lower
Bound
Upper
Bound
less than 1 -2  
years 3-4 years 
5-6 years 
more than 6 years
no experience
-0.680556
-0.805556
-0.638889
0.444444
0275031
0.366053
0237047
0275031
0206317
0.316988
0.139144
0.627387
-1.5577
-1.973
-1.3949
-0.4327
0.1966
0.3619
0.1171
1.3216
3-4 years less than 1 -2  years 
5-6 years 
more than 6 years 
no experience
0.680556
-0.125
0.041667
1.1250*
0275031
0.418399
0.311856
0.341621
0206317
0.999
0.999959
0.039411
-0.1966
-1.4594
-0.9529
0.0355
1.5577
12094
1.0363
22145
5-6 years less than 1 -2  years 
3-4 years 
more than 6 years 
no experience
0.805556
0.125
0.166667
125
0.366053
0.418399
0.394471
0.418399
0.316988
0.999
0.996124
0.077663
-0.3619
-12094
-1.0914
-0.0844
1.973
1.4594
1.4248
2.5844
more than 6
years less than 1 -2  years 
3-4 years 
5-6 years
no experience
0.638889
-0.041667
-0.166667
1.0833*
0237047
0.311856
0.394471
0.311856
0.139144
0.999959
0.996124
0.025594
-0.1171
-1.0363
-1.4248
0.0887
1.3949
0.9529
1.0914
2.0779
no experience less than 1 -2  years 
3-4 years 
5-6 years 
more than 6 years
X1.444444
-1.1250*
-125
-1.0833*
0275031
0.341621
0.418399
0.311856
0.627387
0.039411
0.077663
0.025594
-1.3216
-22145
-2.5844
-2.0779
0.4327
-0.0355
0.0844
-0.0887
* The mean difference is significant a t the .05 level.
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DEVMERC2
Scheffe
Work Experience N
Subset for alpha = .05
1 2
no experience 8 2
less than 1 -2  years 27 2.4444444 2.444444
more than 6 years 12 3.0833333 3.083333
3-4 years 8 3.125
5-6 years 4 3.25
Sig. 0.05072 0.246229
a. Uses Harmonie Mean Sample Size = 8.060
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Multiple Comparisons
Scheffe
Dependent (1) Salary
Variable Now (J) Salary Now
Mean
Differenc
e(l-J)
Std.
Error Sig.
95% Confidence 
Interval
Lower
Bound
Upper
Bound
under
ANFIN2 $20,000 $20,000-39,999
$40,000-59,999
$60,000-79,999
$80,000-99,999 
$100,000 & 
over
0.35
0.11111
028571
-1
1.5
0.4514
0.4564
0.5287
0.7554
0.6056
0.9873
1
0.9976
0.8795
0.3105
-12139
-1.4701
-1.5457
-3.6169
-0.5982
1.9139
1.6923
2.1172
1.6169
3.5982
52Ô.Û()o-
39,999 under $20,000
$40,000-59,999
$60,000-79,999
$80,000-99,999 
$100,000 & 
over
-0.35
•023889
-0.06429
-1.35
1.15
0.4514
02933
0.3965
0.6696
0.4945
0.9873
0.9841
1
0.546
0.382
-1.9139
-12551
-1.4379
-3.6696
-0.5632
12139
0.7773
1.3093
0.9696
2.8632
S4Ü,â0Q-
59,999 under $20,000
$20,000-39,999
$60,000-79,999
$80,000-99,999 
$100,000 & 
over
-0.11111
023889
0.1746
-1.11111
1.38889
0.4564
0.2933
0.4022
0.6729
0.4991
1
0.9841
0.9992
0.7411
0.1918
-1.6923
-0.7773
-12186
-3.4424
-0.3401
1.4701
1.2551
1.5678
12202
3.1179
$60,000-
79,999 under $20,000
$20,000-39,999
$40,000-59,999
$80,000-99,999 
$100,000 & 
over
-0.28571
0.06429
-0.1746
-128571
121429
0.5287
0.3965
0.4022
0.7239
0.5659
0.9976
1
0.9992
0.677
0.4753
-2.1172
-1.3093
-1.5678
-3.7935
-0.7462
1.5457
1.4379
1.2186
1.2221
3.1747
$60,000-
99,999 under $20,000 
$20,000-39,999 .35
0.7554
0.6696
0.8795
0.546
-1.6169
-0.9696
3.6169
3.6696
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S40.000-59.999 1.11111 0-6729 0.7411 -1-2202 3-4424
360.000-79.999 
S100.0GO & 
over
128571
2.5
0-7239
0-7819
0.677
0.0883
-12221
-0.2088
3-7935
5.2088
5ioô.ô0ô & 
over under $20.000 -1.5 0.6056 0.3105 -3.5982 0-5982
$20,000-39.999 -1-15 0.4945 0.382 -2-8632 0.5632
$40,000-59,999 -1.38889 0.4991 0-1918 -3-1179 0.3401
$60,000-79,999 -1.21429 0.5659 0-4753 -3-1747 0-7462
$80,000-99,999 -2.5 0.7819 0-0883 -5.2088 0.2088
under 
BUOGCON2 S20.000 $20.000-39,999 -02 0-4647 0.9992 -1.8086 1.4086
$40,000-59,999 -1.03333 0-4698 0.4465 -2.6597 0.593
$60,000-79,999 -0.7 0-5298 0.8805 -2-5341 1.1341
$80,000-99,999 
$100,000 & 
over
-12
0.55
0-7776
0.6234
0-7922
0.9774
-3.8917
-1.6081
1.4917
2.7081
S20.ÙM-
39.999 under $20,000 0 2 0.4647 0.9992 -1.4086 1.8086
$40,000-59,999 -0.83333 0.3019 0.1991 -1-8786 0.2119
$60,000-79,999 -0.5 0.3888 0.892 -1.8458 0.8458
$80,000-99,999 
$100,000 & 
over
-1
0.75
0.6892
0.509
0.8319
0.8226
-3.3859
-1.0121
1.3859
2-5121
Wo.ooù-
59.999 under $20,000 1.03333 0.4698 0.4465 -0.593 2.6597
$20,000-39,999 0.83333 0.3019 0.1991 -0.2119 1.8786
$60,000-79,999 0.33333 0.3949 0.9814 -1.0337 1.7004
$80,000-99,999 
$100,000 & 
over
-0.16667
.58333
0.6927
0.5137
1
0-1106
-2.5646
-0.195
22313
3.3617
$éO,OOÔ-
79.999 under $20,000 0.7 0.5298 0.8805 -1.1341 2.5341
$20,000-39,999 0.5 0.3888 0.892 -0.8458 1.8458
$40,000-59,999 -0.33333 0.3949 0.9814 -1.7004 1.0337
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S80.000-99.999 
S100.000 & 
over
-0.5
125
0.7347
0.5691
0.993
0.4481
-3.0434
-0.7201
2.0434
3.2201
S80.000-
99.999 under $20,000 12 0.7776 0.7922 -1.4917 3.8917
$20,000-39,999 1 0.6892 0.8319 -1.3859 3.3859
$40,000-59,999 0.16667 0.6927 1 -2.2313 2.5646
$60,000-79,999 
$100,000 & 
over
0.5
1.75
0.7347
0.8049
0.993
0.4599
-2.0434
-1.0361
3.0434
4.5361
5ibo,odo&
over under $20,000 -0.55 0.6234 0.9774 -2.7081 1.6081
$20,000-39.999 -0.75 0.509 0.8226 -2.5121 1.0121
$40,000-59,999 -1.58333 0.5137 0.1106 -3.3617 0.195
$60,000-79.999 -1.25 0.5691 0.4481 -3.2201 0.7201
$80,000-99,999 -1.75 0.8049 0.4599 -4.5361 1.0361
under 
DEFPR0B2 S20.000 $20,000-39,999 -0.6 0.4252 0.8477 -2.0718 0.8718
$40,000-59,999 -0.96667 0.4299 0.4207 -2.4547 0.5213
$60,000-79,999 0.075 0.4848 1 -1.6031 1.7531
$80,000-99,999 
$100,000 & 
over
-1.3
-0.3
0.7114
0.5704
0.6496
0.9979
-3.7627
-22746
1.1627
1.6746
$20,000-
39,999 under $20,000 0.6 0.4252 0.8477 -0.8718 2.0718
$40,000-59,999 •0.36667 02763 0.8784 -1.323 0.5897
$60,000-79,999 0.675 0.3557 0.6113 -0.5564 1.9064
$80,000-99,999 
$100,000 & 
over
-0.7
0.3
0.6306
0.4657
0.9397
0.9946
-2.883
-1.3122
1.483
1.9122
S4Ô.ÔÔÜ-
59,999 under $20,000 0.96667 0.4299 0.4207 -0.5213 2.4547
$20,000-39,999 0.36667 0.2763 0.8784 -0.5897 1.323
$60,000-79,999 .04167 0.3613 0.1606 -02091 2.2924
$80,000-99,999 -0.33333 0.6338 0.9979 -2.5273 1.8606
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$100,000 & 
over 0.66667 0.47 0.8449 -0.9604 22937
SSS'.ôOô-
79.999 under $20,000 -0.075 0.4848 1 -1.7531 1.6031
* $20,000-39.999 -0.675 0.3557 0.6113 -1.9064 0.5564
$40,000-59.999 -1.04167 0.3613 0.1606 -22924 0.2091
S80.000-99.999 
$100.000 &
-1.375 0.6722 0.5298 -3.702 0.952
over -0.375 0.5207 0.9909 -2.1775 1.4275
$66.000-
99,999 under $20,000 1.3 0.7114 0.6496 -1.1627 3.7627
$20,000-39,999 0.7 0.6306 0.9397 -1.483 2.883
$40,000-59,999 0.33333 0.6338 0.9979 -1.8606 2.5273
$60,000-79,999 
$100,000 &
1.375 0.6722 0.5298 -0.952 3.702
over 1 0.7364 0.8676 -1.5491 3.5491
$160,000 À
over under $20,000 0.3 0.5704 0.9979 -1.6746 22746
$20,000-39,999 -0.3 0.4657 0.9946 -1.9122 1.3122
$40,000-59,999 -0.66667 0.47 0.8449 -22937 0.9604
$60,000-79,999 0.375 0.5207 0.9909 -1.4275 2.1775
$80,000-99,999 -1 0.7364 0.8676 -3.5491 1.5491
under
DÊVPOL2 $20,000 $20,000-39.999 0.4 0.5378 0.9895 -1.4631 22631
$40,000-59,999 -0.61111 0.5427 0.9361 -2.4914 12692
$60,000-79,999 -0.375 0.6013 0.9954 -2.458 1.708
$80,000-99,999 
$100,000 &
-0.5 0.8503 0.9965 -3.4458 2.4458
over -0.75 0.6943 0.9461 -3.1553 1.6553
$20,000-
39,999 under $20,000 -0.4 0.5378 0.9895 -2.2631 1.4631
$40,000-59,999 -1.01111 0.319 0.0934 -2.1163 0.094
$60,000-79,999 -0.775 0.4107 0.6173 -2.198 0.648
$80,000-99,999 
$100,000 &
-0.9 0.7282 0.9073 -3.4227 1.6227
over -1.15 0.5378 0.4793 -3.0131 0.7131
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S40.000-
59,999 under S20.C00 0.61111 0.5427 0.9361 -12692 2.4914
520,000-39,999 1.01111 0.319 0.0934 -0.094 2.1163
560,000-79,999 023611 0.4172 0.9971 -1.2093 1.6815
580,000-99,999 
5100,000 & 
over
0.11111
-0.13889
0.7318
0.5427
1
0.9999
-2.4243
-2.0192
2.6465
1.7414
$60,000-
79,999 under $20,000 0.375 0.6013 0.9954 -1.708 2.458
$20,000-39,999 0.775 0.4107 0.6173 -0.648 2.198
$40,000-59,999 -023611 0.4172 0.9971 -1.6815 1.2093
$80,000-99,999 
S i00,000 & 
over
-0.125
-0.375
0.7762
0.6013
1
0.9954
-2.8142
-2.458
2.5642
1.708
$60,000-
99,999 under $20,000 0.5 0.8503 0.9965 -2.4458 3.4458
$20,000-39,999 0.9 0.7282 0.9073 -1.6227 3.4227
$40,000-59,999 -0.11111 0.7318 1 -2.6465 2.4243
560,000-79,999 
5100,000 & 
over
0.125
-0.25
0.7762
0.8503
1
0.9999
-2.5642
-3.1958
2.8142
2.6958
$iOd,ddO&
over under $20,000 0.75 0.6943 0.9461 -1.6553 3.1553
520,000-39,999 1.15 0.5378 0.4793 -0.7131 3.0131
$40,000-59,999 0.13889 0.5427 0.9999 -1.7414 2.0192
$60,000-79,999 0.375 0.6013 0.9954 -1.708 2.458
$80,000-99,999 025 0.8503 0.9999 -2.6958 3.1958
under 
DEVSTAN2 $20,000 520,000-39,999 0.15 0.3688 0.9994 -1.1267 1.4267
540,000-59,999 -0.63333 0.3729 0.7174 -1.9242 0.6575
$60,000-79,999 -0.05 0.4205 1 -1.5057 1.4057
580,000-99,999 
5100,000 & 
over
02
0.2
0.6172
0.4948
0.9998
0.9994
-1.9364
-1.5129
2.3364
1.9129
#d,doo-
39,999 under $20,000 -0.15 0.3688 0.9994 -1.4267 1.1267
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$40,000-59,999 -078333 02397 0.0759 -1.6129 0.0463
$60,000-79,999 -0.2 0.3086 0.9944 -12682 0.8682
$80,000-99,999 
$100,000 &
0.05 0.5471 1 -1.8437 1.9437
over 0.05 0.404 1 -1.3486 1.4486
59,999 under $20,000 0.63333 0.3729 0.7174 -0.6575 1.9242
$20,000-39.999 0.78333 0.2397 0.0759 -0.0463 1.6129
$60,000-79,999 0.58333 0.3134 0.6313 -0.5017 1.6683
$80,000-99,999 
$100,000 &
0.83333 0.5498 0.8045 -1.0699 2.7366
over 0.83333 0.4077 0.5308 -0.5781 2.2448
$6d,odo- 1
79,999 under $20,000 0.05 0.4205 1 -1.4057 1.5057
$20,000-39,999 0.2 0.3086 0.9944 -0.8682 1.2682
$40,000-59,999 -0.58333 0.3134 0.6313 -1.6683 0.5017
$80,000-99,999 
$100,000 &
0.25 0.5832 0.9992 -1.7687 22687
over 0.25 0.4517 0.9974 -1.3137 1.8137
Sâü,üdO-
99.999 under $20,000 -0.2 0.6172 0.9998 -2.3364 1.9364
$20,000-39,999 -0.05 0.5471 1 -1.9437 1.8437
$40,000-59,999 -0.83333 0.5498 0.8045 -2.7366 1.0699
$60,000-79,999 
$100,000 &
-025 0.5832 0.9992 -22687 1.7687
over 0 0.6388 1 -2.2114 22114
$i66.oùd&
over under $20,000 -02 0.4948 0.9994 -1.9129 1.5129
$20,000-39,999 -0.05 0.404 1 -1.4486 1.3486
$40,000-59,999 •0.83333 0.4077 0.5308 -2.2448 0.5781
$60,000-79,999 -025 0.4517 0.9974 -1.8137 1.3137
$80,000-99,999 0 0.6388 1 -2.2114 2.2114
under
FINREC2 $20,000 $20,000-39,999 -0.1 0.4879 1 -1.7891 1.5891
$40,000-59,999 -0.85556 0.4933 0.6989 -2.5633 0.8522
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S60.000-79.999 -0.175 0.5563 0.9998 -2.1008 1.7508
$80.000-99.999 
$100.000 & 
over
0 2
0.95
0.8165
0.6546
1
0.8318
-2.6264
-1.3161
3.0264
3.2161
39.999 under $20.000 0.1 0.4879 1 -1.5891 1.7891
$40,000-59,999 -0.75556 0.3171 0.3536 -1.8531 0.342
$60,000-79,999 -0.075 0.4082 1 -1.4882 1.3382
$80,000-99,999 
$100,000 & 
over
0.3
1.05
0.7237
0.5345
0.9993
0.5745
-2.2053
-0.8003
2.8053
2.9003
$4Û.0ÔÜ-
59,999 under $20,000 0.85556 0.4933 0.6989 -0.8522 2.5633
$20,000-39,999 0.75556 0.3171 0.3536 -0.342 1.8531
$60,000-79,999 0.68056 0.4147 0.746 -0.7549 2.116
$80,000-99,999 
$100,000 & 
over
1.05556
1.80556
0.7274
0.5394
0.8318
0.0642
-1.4624
-0.0618
3.5735
3.6729
séo.ôoo-
79.999 under $20,000 0.175 0.5563 0.9998 -1.7508 2.1008
$20,000-39,999 0.075 0.4082 1 -1.3382 1.4882
$40,000-59,999 -0.68056 0.4147 0.746 -2.116 0.7549
$80,000-99,999 
$100,000 & 
over
0.375
1.125
0.7715
0.5976
0.9986
0.6196
-2.2957
-0.9437
3.0457
3.1937
SÔd.ÜÜO-
99,999 under $20,000 -02 0.8165 1 -3.0264 2.6264
$20,000-39,999 -0.3 0.7237 0.9993 -2.8053 2.2053
$40,000-59,999 -1.05556 0.7274 0.8318 -3.5735 1.4624
$60,000-79,999 
$100,000 & 
over
-0.375
0.75
0.7715
0.8451
0.9986
0.9768
-3.0457
-2.1756
2.2957
3.6756
S1Ô0,ÙÔ0&
over under $20,000 -0.95 0.6546 0.8318 -3.2161 1.3161
$20,000-39,999 -1.05 0.5345 0.5745 -2.9003 0.8003
$40,000-59,999 -1.80556 0.5394 0.0642 -3.6729 0.0618
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S60.000-79.999 -1.125 0.5976 0.6196 -3.1937 0.9437
$80,000-99,999 -0.75 0.8451 0.9768 -3.6756 2-1756
under 
JA2 S20.000 $20,000-39,999 1.4 0.4045 0.05 -0.0002 2-8002
$40,000-59,999 0.53333 0.4089 0.8862 -0.8823 1-949
$60,000-79,999 0.825 0.4612 0.6702 -0.7714 2-4214
$80,000-99,999 
$100,000 & 
over
-0.3
1-7
0.6768
0.5427
0.9991
0.1001
-2.6429
-0.1785
2.0429
3.5785
520,0(J6-
39,999 under $20,000 -1.4 0.4045 0.05 -2.8002 0.0002
$40,000-59.999 •0.86667 0.2628 0.0714 -1.7765 0.0431
$60,000-79,999 -0.575 0.3384 0-717 -1.7465 0.5965
$80,000-99,999 
$100,000 & 
over
-1.7
0.3
0.5999
0.4431
0-1753
0.9932
-3.7768
-1.2338
0.3768
1.8338
$4Û,00Ü-
59,999 under $20,000 -0.53333 0.4089 0-8862 -1.949 0.8823
$20,000-39,999 0.86667 0.2628 0-0714 -0.0431 1.7765
$60,000-79,999 0.29167 0.3437 0.981 -0.8982 1.4816
$80,000-99,999 
$100,000 & 
over
-0.83333
1.16667
0.603
0.4472
0.8588
0.2544
-2-9206
-0.3813
1.2539
2-7146
$eo,oob-
79,999 under $20,000 -0.825 0.4612 0.6702 -2.4214 0-7714
$20,000-39,999 0.575 0.3384 0.717 -0.5965 1-7465
$40,000-59,999 -0.29167 0.3437 0.981 -1.4816 0.8982
$80,000-99,999 
$100,000 & 
over
-1.125
0.875
0.6395
0.4954
0.6859
0.6821
-3.3389
-0.8398
1.0889
2.5898
$80,00d-
99,999 under $20,000 0.3 0.6768 0.9991 -2.0429 2.6429
$20,000-39,999 1.7 0.5999 0.1753 -0.3768 3.7768
$40,000-59,999 0.83333 0.603 0.8588 -1.2539 2.9206
$60,000-79,999 1.125 0.6395 0.6859 -1.0889 3-3389
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S100.000 & 
over 2 0.7006 0.1689 -0.4252 4.4252
5100,000 & 
over under S20.000 -1.7 0.5427 0.1001 -3.5785 0.1785
320,000-39,999 -0.3 0.4431 0.9932 -1.8338 12338
340,000-59,999 -1.16667 0.4472 0.2544 -2.7146 0.3813
$60,000-79,999 -0.875 0.4954 0.6821 -2.5898 0.8398
$80,000-99,999 -2 0.7006 0.1689 -4.4252 0.4252
under 
READLIT2 $20,000 $20,000-39,999 -0.6 0.5432 0.9409 -2.4818 1.2818
$40,000-59,999 -0.75 0.5482 0.8639 -2.6492 1.1492
$60,000-79,999 -0.625 0.6073 0.9559 -2.7289 1.4789
$80,000-99,999 
$100,000 & 
over
-1.75
0.75
0.8589
0.7012
0.5343
0.9482
-4.7254
-1.6794
12254
3.1794
520,000-
39,999 under $20,000 0.6 0.5432 0.9409 -12818 2.4818
$40,000-59,999 -0.15 0.3222 0.9989 -12662 0.9662
$60,000-79.999 -0.025 0.4149 1 -1.4623 1.4123
$80,000-99,999 
$100,000 & 
over
-1.15
1.35
0.7355
0.5432
0.7829
0.3067
-3.698
-0.5318
1.398
32318
$40,066-
59,999 under $20,000 0.75 0.5482 0.8639 -1.1492 2.6492
$20,000-39,999 0.15 0.3222 0.9989 -0.9662 12662
$60,000-79,999 0.125 0.4214 0.9999 -1.3349 1.5849
$80,000-99,999 
$100,000 & 
over
-1
1.5
0.7392
0.5482
0.8694
0.2075
-3.5608
-0.3992
1.5608
3.3992
$60,o6o-
79,999 under $20,000 0.625 0.6073 0.9559 -1.4789 2.7289
$20,000-39,999 0.025 0.4149 1 -1.4123 1.4623
$40,000-59,999 -0.125 0.4214 0.9999 -1.5849 1.3349
$80,000-99,999 
$100,000 & 
over
-1.125
1.375
0.784
0.6073
0.8383
0.413
-3.8412
-0.7289
1.5912
3.4789
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S80.000-
99.999 under S20.000 1.75 0.8589 0.5343 -12254 4.7254
$20,000-39.999 1.15 0.7355 0.7829 -1.398 3.698
$40,000-59,999 1 0.7392 0.8694 -1.5608 3.5608
$60,000-79,999 
$100,000 & 
over
1.125
2.5
0.784
0.8589
0.8383
0.1532
-1.5912
-0.4754
3.8412
5.4754
$100,000 & 
over under $20,000 -0.75 0.7012 0.9482 -3.1794 1.6794
$20,000-39,999 -1.35 0.5432 0.3067 -3.2318 0.5318
$40,000-59,999 -1.5 0.5482 02075 -3.3992 0.3992
$60,000-79,999 -1.375 0.6073 0.413 -3.4789 0.7289
$80,000-99,999 -2.5 0.8589 0.1532 -5.4754 0.4754
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